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CssTTOR (mdas fx Britmnniit, libnun mvam, qncm da vita Jem 
XI t.h hiiic annJA pomposai, viromm cjusmodi sdidiia favcntium 
cura in liiif^i!«iii Itrittiniiiaitn translatnm, brcvi illic in publicum 
inodiltiniiii e.tso, ht-Iiliii iinxictatc tcmpcntla commorcor. 

Natn nt grutulari silii a'^iuum est aucloreto. cujus opori oDntigit, 
patriic Ivrra^ ac lingtuc tini» transgmli. ita sollialado cundcm au- 
bc«t noc(.<s£c est, n<^ uni domi placuit liber, foris displiccat, aut cu- 
jus inter populares vel adveTsariomin Dnuipro crevcrat auctoriias 
■pnd csteriM neglcctus in obscuro maneal. Solum cnim ca-lunnjuc 
vix minore libri qmun nUnlie pejicolo mutant. Et fdeilius nuidcm 
tnnglaUru opera in illi« nhai vcnanlia, dc rjuibua inter divcrsas 
gentc* oommiuiui qnidani nut cene pnrani discrcpans {ien»us obti- 
net: nt, quie poota* aut diHciplinanim quM exacta* dictint periii 
proTpnuit, inter {)oliiiorc.'( Isujua 8ocali nationcs fcresolfnt vssc com- 
raunia. Xeijuo lumen vel boc in librorum gmcre plane a-qnuiu 
Germano cum Itrilannis aut UallU certamcn, PercCTtna enim cum 
facilius nostra qnam illorum et lingua ct indoles ncipiat. loDf:c &c- 
quciitius pocla; quoquc illorum in naitram quam nostri in iBonun 
linguas transfcTuntur. At Gcmianieunj opus in tlicologin; et philo- 
Ai>piuffi qaaAi eoiifinio TOrSMkSi si trajiocrc in Brit.inniam parat, no 
ilia quidem inter utrantqiie gentcm wusus et stadionim comnmnibno 
adjuvalur. Tarn diveraa cnim nlrimque via btaj disciplinrc pro- 
crssemnl, ut in tbeologia inipii. in pliilosophia supcratitiosi Britao- 
nis Gcrniani iidem videainur. Cum iis, qui in Brilannia aos] sunt, 
Tiietorifts, ,)uda>orum ct Christianonnn religionc sacratas, examini 
«l ajunt ciitico subjicero, nihil agendum caset. niai ut Lockii Hli 
atquc llumii principia philosopliiea, cicul at roliquas omncs hUto- 
rias, ita ad illas etiani, quaa legibus isti^ Lucusquo supcrstitio eiub- 
tnaojut, adhibcrent: in Gcrmania ad lioc monstri resi dpgeneniv»- 
rat, ul B»|icr«tifioni a thcologoram potioHima parte derelicto; pbilo- 
Kopbia Kiiccurrcrct, critico ergo non Fimjilc-x i«an:i' pliilaaophiic contra 
theoloK^nim eupcrstilioneni, scd duplex et nontm pliilo»o|>l>OTuni cx 
Banioriliii!! principiis dcductaa inepta? cotielusioiieA, et contra theo- 
logoniiii propter philoaophica inta auxilia uniamciituijue infiatam at- 
quo induratam aupcratitioncm, certamcn incundum e.iaet. Ex hoc 
rei ataln propiio Gcrmanico naluin opus mcutn, iiominibus insuper 
atquc opinionibns tlicologonim ac phJosopliorum iKutratiuin relei^ 
turn, nee adioUnun ctism %-ocabula, quibuji nuslnc tantum auiea 
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MitlDvnrR. ulin ovilani, r nritnnnoratn luo ing«ttioqne non posM 
Dfiii al)!^!-^'!^, lam pnAu- kcIo. ut <!c tranidato in comni lin^am, li- 
ci"t iiili'i'jin'liilio, i|Untilum luiilrm ejus inspiwrc potuerim, cl occa- 
ratn ft i>r.n\>inui sit ct Jibruin, quaniam in ipsa cat, popuUribus 
«uiiiiiiiiiiui>l, nuiit gnuduutum milti magnopere sit, meberciil« ne»- 
uinm, 

Ai:vo(lil, nuoil n pnma llhri mci ortii Juo luMra, et a recentu* 
RitiiA ptinni oJilioiio utium jam huiimm iiitfn^--i.>>ii. Ut tam, qnuiu 
(ijniri iiH'litMiluui), rin inccilcluim, qtiam |Hiuci iiipv.i.ti, totam enien- 
»ua iH'iiio vrnt. ita per primuiii illiiJ liulniin nulLu (cif. ni.ii adver> 
Mirioruiii voces KuJiobantur, nrini-ipiii ineu iicgatilium et liLit<maiti 
ih Kvanj^Uiii vcl nicmii, vol lirvinKimii tnntuin rrmri* runioriave 
■iLripeniuuc lin<^tatn cnnliii<-ri aflinimiitium, cum (luibuJl noD modo 
\t'<\\ ili*|>iiliiiii1uin, iinl K qiiibiM itt; <li«-i-nilttm qiiido-m quidquam 
rnil, mitnl ii<l ivtn rt iid lilirum vcre I'mt'tiilntiilum [HTtincrvt. Pro- 
ximo wnium liiftttf) viri vxHli)^ia mm non rcfugicoli^ lUfijue evitan- 
t»«t wd |M-r«i,i{ii<'i)tOj<, ubi p^i RubMlilrram lotigius progrv-^ni, rniu re- 
TiTa jntiTUnt atiguo i>rom(i\Tmnt. Nairntioncs in hvangvliis Ira- 
(litad, qita^ n-nini vcn* pp^timin ceso pcrsuaden.- milii m>n pDtuenuii, 
■nvthi<rum in motliim, qui inter antiqans gciiti-s invcnitinlur, mil in 
on ponili a tninulis iniliis coaltUMe ct cuiiilo crvvisi-c, uul a fingu* 
Ua^ Ma (^tii t-ero iia rvcuiaso aaporstilioso in aniniuiii inilu.-(cnuit, 
ftotea f«s» oxistitnaTcnun. Quod ut trnfficit oxplk-nndis pl^riaquej 
wnw, qwv dubiialionom moTcnlin tribus ttrioribiis Kvnngvliix con* 
ttMatort it» qtwiti KvangeUi auctorvin nd turniUa cl ilbtslrandas 
tmh-nibu cuaa tiaud nni menu fiibtiL« M-irnU-ni contiuxiRsc, a , 
Itaurks llieolaijo IVbin^nsi doctiAHiino, nupfr ita diMtioit^lratuia i 
Mt m cnlKl luc judicii ri^ri me rrli^igniiw quain voiius tenqicrasMl 
MtaUigMa. llomqiio |iriiiui a ('hiii»lu sccula nccuratiua pcncnitao- 
tUv pHtoa |WTtiumt|ii<i evrlamina, qitibua nova ocdesia comnKiTcba 
tu^ Ml ifncttu piv\i.'ntut, iiarralioiium lutud pancurum, quas (abn- 
In HM <|gO beae quidotu iH>n{>e\emm, mkI tinde orUe c««iiit do- 
IMMtni* tMA Tclnenw. raun in Utui prima) ecckoin niotibtu oii-i 
(bMR iiMiyw Uteoki)ps Tatilttgenibu* contigit. 

In^MffAvlUM ^tur i>(<iu lueiuu, ut »oU-»t tenin) inilia, noo oo ' 
Imq IMMm <|iMpd tNiteatiM) ik«ftt, tiiu«K-ni, no a I^taunia spcrDGr»--i 
tw, MM fimM* Mkn iU«l qaod anpn di.ti jwn^mm atquc iunsi- { 
Mtn aee«ftM«4. l)w •> sun IlfiinGUiiun noo aadiwnint. de its- , 
iktm l*k«a c«M EbiMAUki Britauuii.'* agenteaD, qaouodo audieni, a I 
fim QwwHM* tuafitU c^JM Ubw cvu «u ^aj^ nw poraedl o>- 
jL»lMili ^ w yi j&)pit»itiyt lOPwu {voniB (Mmanimm exuen t 
S«l aAM o«ra vefft<«» mm, w /t u m «t nridm in lienuania, its mox 
KMI bte* kteilr VTdMv nl <i4*rMt. MUd» 1^ air i 

STRAUSS. 
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PREFACE. 



TO TIIK FIRST OER.MAN EDITION. 



It appeared to the antlior of llic work, the Jtrst liaLf of which is 
herewith submitted to the piiMic, t)int it wns time to substitute « 
newiDode of considering the life of Jt-sus, in the placvof iho anti- 
(jualcd BVBlcnis of supra nnturftliitm unci iiuliiMliwn, Tliis AppKca- 
lion of the term mitiijuatcd vriii in lh«r [ir«»<-iit t!i»v be niyrc rcidilj 
admitted in rvlattoii to the httlvr Rvjitviii lliiin to the fonncr. I'W 
while the intOTCAt excited by tlie expliiniitioiis of the miracles and 
the conjectural facts of the ntttoiinluttit has long ago cooled, the com- 
mcnUinca now most rend arc tho»ie wliieh aim to adapt the ^upta- 
natural iiiterpretalion of the sacrwl hislorv to moflcm taste. Xcvci- 
tlkdess, in point of fact, the orthodox view of tliia hbtory became 
miperannualcd earlier than the rationalistic, since it was oidj bccauM 
the forroci had ceased to satisfy an advanced state of culture, that 
the latter was developed, while the recent attempts lo recover, by 
the aid of a mystical philosophy, the supranalural point of view held 
by our forefiUners, hctray themselves, by iLc cxazgenting spirit in 
which tliey an coraceivco, to he final, dcBpcraie efloita to render tlic 
past present, the inconceivable conceivable. 

'1 ho now point of view, which must take the place of the above, 
is the mythical. This theory is not Wught to bear on the evangel- 
ical hiaioTj- for tlio first time in the present work: it has long been 
applied to particular parts of (hat history, and is here oidy e.\lendwl 
to its entire tenor. )t is not by any means meant tlutt tlie wliole 
history of Jesos is to bo represented as mytfaic«l, but only tliat 
every part of it la to be subjected lo a critical exam iiia lion, to as- 
certain whether it have not some admixture of the nivtiiicah The 
exGgeaia of the ancient church set out &om tlto double lutmupposi- 
(ion : first, that tl>c gospels contained a history, and secondly, that 
this history was a supernatural one. liatioiialism tejcctcd tlie latter 
of these presuppositions, but only to cling the more tenaciou-tly lo 
the former, maintaining that these books present uiiailulteratcd, 
though only natural, history. Scdenee cannot rest satLtfied willi this 
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hair-meaitare : the other preaappoaitiott also mnat be rdinquuhcd, 
and the inqnirj roiut first be muda whetbcr in fact, and to what ex- 
tent, tbe gnmnd on wbich wc stand in the j^ioapcU ia Iiisiorical, 
TliU in th« natural course of things, and thus far the appearance of 
a work like the pieMint is not only jnstifiable, but even necessary. 

It i.i certainly not tJicrefore evident that the author i» precisely 
the individual whoso vocation it is to appear in thL* position, lie 
luu a veiv vivid coa*ciouKnc«s that many others woold hare been 
■bte to execute eodi a work witli incomparably superior erudition. 
Yet on tbe other hand Ite belici.'CA iiinmelf to be at leiwt ])o»»cs>iod 
of ooe qnalificatkm wbich e«]>cciaUy fitted Iiiin to undorlnkc thi» 
task. The majority of tJ>e most leiunftd aitd ocato theologians of 
the nrr«cnt day fail in the main rciniremmt for such a work, n 
TOtimremcnt without which no amount of h-.tmiiig will suffice to 
achicTc anything in the <lomnin of cntici^in, nninvly, tiic internal 
, y liberation of the feelings and intellect from ccrUiin ixjigious and 

dogmatical prcfiupponitions ; and this the anthor early attnincd by 
means of pliilosophical studies. If th<.-ologians regard this absence 
of presupposition firom his work, »s uncliristiiin : he n^ids the bo- 
licving prastippositions of theirs as uiiscicntitic. Widwy as in this 
respect the tone of the present work may be contrasted with (he ed- 
ifying dcvoutness and enthusiastic mysticism of recent hooka on 
similar subjects; still it will nowhere depart from tbo seriousness 
of science, or siuk into'Civolitv; and it sccma ajust demand in rc- 
itari, tliat the judgments wliich arc passed uj>on it should also con- 
line ihenisclvej4 to the domain of science, and keep aloof from big- 
otry and fanaticism. 

The author is aware that the essence of the Cliristian faith is 
peifectly independent of his criticism. The supernatural birth of 
Christ, hilt miracles, hix resorrection and ascension, remain etcnial 
tnitlus, whatever doubta may be cast on ibeir reality as hi.itorical 
fact*. TIh! certainly of thiij can alone give calmness and dignity 
to our cnticism, and di«tingutgili it from tlie n.itunilUlic critici.im of 
the liLst ccntur}-, the design of which wax, with the liistoricitl tact, 
to subvert also the leL'gious truth, and wliidi thus necc^itarily be- 
came frivolous. A dissertation nt thii clone of the work will iihow 
that the dogmatic pigniticuncv of tiiu lifeof Je$u» remains Inviolate: 
in iho mean time let the calmness and insen nihility with which, in 
the coarse of it, criticism undertakes apparently dungcrous o[>ertt- 
tions, be explained solely by the security of the autlior's conviction 
that DO injury is threatened to the Christian Inilli. Inve^itigntions 
of this kind may, however, inflict a wound on the fnitli of individu- 
ala. Sboald this be tlie case with theologians, tlicy have in tltcJr 
science the means of healing such woimds, mm which, if they would 
not remain heliind ibc development of their age, they cannot possi- 
bly be exempt. For the laity the subject is certainly not ade- 
quately prepared ; and for this reason the present work is so framed, 
Uiat at least the unlearned among them wdl quickly and often pcr> 
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■ envti that the book is not destined for them. If from ciino<iity or 
excesairc zeal against heresy they persist in their pcrsual, thpy will 
then tiAvc, aa Sc1il«ionii«cher sajrs on a similar occasioo, to bear the 
ptuiishmcnt in their conacicuce, since their feelings directly urge on 
them the conviction that they understand not that of which they are 
unbitiotis to speak. 

A new opinion, which aintii to fill the place of an older ooc, 
ought fully to adjust its position with rmipocl to the latter. Ilcncc 
the way to the mythical view is licre taken in each particular point 
tfaroiub the supranaturaliaiic and rationalistic opinions and their re- 
epcctivc rdiitalions; but, as becomes a valid rcfiitaiion, with an 
acknowledgment of what w trao in the opinions combated, and an 
ailoption ot this tralh into the new tlieorj-. This method also brings 
with it the extrinsic advantage, tliat the work may now serve as a 
repertory of the principal opinion!) and treatises concerning all ])artii 
.of the evangelical hi^toty. The atitlior has not, howeror, aimed to 
give a complete tibIiogra]>hicaI view of thia department of iheoloci- 
cal literature, but, wlien it was pox^ilJe, haa adhered to the cinef 
works in eacli jtrjiamte cla*a of opinion.*. For the rationalistic sys- 
tem the works of Paulus nMimiii clu-i.tical. and arc therefore preemi- 
nently referred to; for the orthodox opinions, the commentar)* of 
Olabauscn is ospccially itnportanl, as the most recent and approved 
attempt to render the (tuprunaturcl interpretation philosophical and 
modern ; while as a preliminary to a critical inreatigstion of the life 
of Jero«, the commentaries of FritKSche are exoellentlT adapted, 
•ince tlicy exhibit, togellicr with nncominon jphilologicu learning, 
that freedom from ]jrcjudicc and scientific indifferoKe to results and 
consequences, which form tliu first condition of progress in thiit x^ 
gion of iitqniry. 

The second volume, which will open with a detailed exaininit- 
tion of the niiraclea of .lesos, and whicli will cotielndc the whole 
work, is already prepared and will be in the press immediately on 
the completion of the tirst, 
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Ai this new edillon of my critical examination of llw lifs of 
Jesas appears simultineoiuly witli the first volume of my Doytnatik^ 
it will not be eixpected to contain any essential alterations. Indeed, 
even in the abecnce of otlier kbouni, I should scarcely hare been 
inclined to undertake «ucfa on the present occasion. The critical 
teisearchcs prompted by the aj>|)earanoc of my work have, after tlie 
stormy reftdton of the fint few years, at length entered on that 

Suiet courMP, wliich [ironiific:* the most valuable assistance lowarda 
\e continuation and more prvciAO determination of the negative ro- 
snlts at which I have nn-ivcd. Rut thcte fruits still require some 

^yeara for their maturing; an<l it mii.it tlicrefot'e be deferred to a lit- 
tnro opportunity to enndi this work by the use of tliem. I could 
not persuade myself to do so, at least in the present instance, by 

^ proBecuting a polemic against opposite opinions. Already in the 
last edition there was more of a polemical character tiian accorded 
with the unity and ojdmness proper to siic)i a work ; hence I was in 
this rciipcct adm»iii.-<lieJ rather to abridge tlian to amplify. Itut 
that edition ah>o coiil.-iiiied too much of ootnptiuiioe. The inlfrminjp- 
line voices of opponenLs, crilic*, utkI fellow-labniirers, to wiiicli I 
held it a duty attentively to listen, httil coiifu-io) llie idea of t)ie 
work ill my mind ; in tlic diJigrnt conijiariiwn of diverj^nt opinions 
I had Io«t sight of the »»lijccl itself. Hence on coming with a more 
collected mind to tins laiit rcvifion, I found alterations at which I 
could not but wonder, and by which I had evi<lciitly done myself 
injustice. In all thcKC passages the earlier readings arc now restor- 
ed, and thus my labour in this new edition bus chiefly consisted in 
«hettin(^ as it were, my good sword, lo free it IVom the notches 

■jnade in it rather by my own grinding, than by the blows of my 

lenemiea. 
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THE LIFE OF JESCS. 



INTRODUCTION. 

DEVELOPMEXT OF TilK MTTniCAI. POINT OP VIEW IS 
KiiLATlON TO TUE UOSPEL UISTOIUIiS. 



i I. IKEVtTABLE EIRE OP DtPFKKSKT MODEa OF ESCXAIXINQ 
8ACRF.n I1I8T0IUE8. 

Wjikbeveu a rcligioa, resting upon written rccoids, pn^oiupi 
and extends the sphere of its dominion, floconipanying its votanes 
ihronj^ the varied and progitosive stages of mental culti>'alian, a 
discr^WKj between the reprcscnialions of those anciejit records, 
K^rred to as saered, and the notions of more odvancenl jwriods of 
mental development, will inc\-il.ibly sooner or later arise. In the 
first instance this diBagreemcnt is felt in referettco only to tlie une^ 
seutiol— tlM external foini : the expressions and delineations ate 
Men to be inappropriate; but bv degteos it inanifcsls itself also in 
regard to that which is essential; the fundamental ideas and opin- 
ions in these oarly writings fail to lie corameDSnratc with s more 
advanced cit iliiuilion. As long as this diacrepftRcy is either not in 
itself so cousiilerable, or else Lt not so universally' discerned and 
Kicknowlcdijed, as to lead to a complete renunciation <^ these Scrip- 
tures u ol Mcred authority, so long will a system of reconciliation 
by mcims of inleqiretalion be adopted and iiursuod by tliose vbo 
liave u mure or k-«s distinct coii.iciousnc»s of the cuAtii^ incon- 
gruity. 

A main cJcm^iit in all reliffiun* records ia ncred history: a his- 
tory of event* in which llic divine entcn, without intermediation, 
into the human ; the ideal Uiut axsumine an immodiale embodi- 
ment. But OS the progreM of mental cultivation mainly consists in 
tbe gnulnal rccognitinii of a <:IiaiEi of caujWS and eflects connecting 
natanil plienoinena with ftacli other ; fto tlie mind in iU< development 
becomes ever increasingly conscious of tfaoee mediate links which 
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«« indii>j)cn. liable lo t!ie realization of t!i« ideal ;• and hence Ui« 
discrepancy betvocn tho modem culture and the ancient rcoordB, 
with Tc^^ard to their historical portion, bccontca eo apparont, that 
tho immediate intervention of tfie dinne in liumaii attaun loses its 
probability. Besides, oa the humanity of these rceonU is the ha- 
nianity of an early period, consequently of an age comparatively 
uttdGvelopod and necessarily rude, a sense of rcpDlsion is likewise 
excited. The incongruity may be thus expressed. Tfte divine 
cannot toAave happened; (not immediately, not in forms so ra<lo;) h 
or, that tefiich Aaa eo happened cannot have leim divine : — and it 'fl 
a reconciliation be sought by means of intcrprclaiion, it will be at- 
(cuipted to prove, either that the divine did not manifest itself in 
tlie nianncr related, — which is to deny the historical validity of tlio M 
ancient Scriptures; or, that the actual occurrences ivero not divine, — ■ 
which is to explain away the absolute contents of these books. In 
both cases the interpretation may be partial or impartiid : jiartial, if ■ 
undertaken with a dclemiination to close the eyes to the secretly U 
recognized fact of the disngrccmcnl between the modem culture and 
the ancient records, and lo sec only in such inteiprctation the orig- 
inal signification of these records ; impartial, if it oncqui vocally ac- 
knowledges and openly avows that the matters narrated in theac _ 
booka muiit be viewed in a lieht altogether ditferent fri>m that in ■ 
which they were regarded by tlie aiilliors thcniaelves. This latter 
method, however, by no moans involves the entire n>jectioii of the 
religious documents ; on t|ie contrary, the e^scnlial may be tirmlj' 
retained, whilst the nncsacntial is unrc»cr\cdly abandoned. 



t Z. IMPPERKNT KXriJlFTATION^ OF RACKED LI'XIBN'DS AMONO THE 

KREKKA. 

Though the Hellenic religion cannot he said to hnvc rcstetl upon 
written records, it became cn^hriued in the Gretk poems, for exam- 
ple, in tlUMC of Homer and Hmod; and Lhcse, no IcsBlhnn its orsUjr 
transinittod kgcnds, did not &il to receive conllmmliy var}-ing intcr- 
prelatione, successively tidHpt<ril to the progrt^sive intcUeclual cul- 
ture of tli« (.irecks. At an («rly jMrriod the rigid philoBophy of the 
(ireekji, imd under its influence even some of the (_ir(^ck poclK, rec- 
ognized the imjy>S8ibilily of aacribing to IV'ity manifest I nt ions bo 
grouly human, no immediate, aiKl ko uarbarous, n» those exhibited 
and repesented m divine in the wild conflicts of lIcsiod'B Thcogony, 
and in the domestic occupations and trivial pursuits of the Homeric 
dcitied. Hence onme tho quarrel of Plato, and jnior to him of Pin- 
dar, with Homer;t hence the cause which induced Anaxagoros, 
to whom the invention of the allegorical mode of interpretation 'is 
Mcribcd, to ajiply the Homeric dclineatioiis to virtue and to justice^ 

* [Thl* iMUUg* mitt *)i|t(ill7 fram tin nigtnnl. > nlxcqnail mmplidntlon liv Dr. 
Jttnttw livinii inmrpontoil itilh IL — Tn."] f l'l«(o, ili KapuLI. U. p. ST!. Sl^h.i I'i'pdar, 
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hence it was tliat the Stoics unclerBtood ibe Tbeogony of Hcsiod as 
relaling to the action of the clcancnla. which, accoroing ro Uicir no- 
tions, con&titutrrl, in their higlicsl union, the divine nature.* Thiia 
did thc^e several thinkers, each aecoidlng to his own peculiar mode 
of thought, euceeed in discovering an al-sohilo meaning in these re- 
pn'M;ntalions : tlie one tiiuling in them a physical, tlie otltcr an eth- 
ical signtttcation. whilst, si the sam* time, they gave up tl»eir cx- 
tental form, ceasing to regard them as atrietlv IiLitoricaL 

On the other hand, the more popular ana ftophiatical culture of 
another cluss of thinkers led them to opposite concIuiiioiK. ^*l»ou{^ 
in tl^ir esrinialioii. ever)- semllanM of the divine hail evaporated 
{ran this historic^ : though ihcy were oonvinecd that the proceed- 
ings oficribcd to llic gods were not godlike, «lill they did not aban- 
don the historical sense of these nanalivea- With Kventeniat thej 
transformed llie subjects of theac histories from ^U to men, to he- 
roes and aageii of aniiquily, king* and tyranlit, who, tlirotigti deeds 
of might and valour, had ncipiirod divine honour*. Siiint! indeed 
went still further, and, with I'olybiu8,t considered the whole »y:tlero 
oi heathen theology as a fable, invented by tltc founders of stales to 
awe the people into subjection. 

i 3. ALLEOoniCAl. IKTEKFBHTATIONS AllOXO THE HEBREW'S — PIItLO. 

Whilst, on the one hand, the isolation nnd Htability of the Hc- 
Imncws served to retard the development of similar manifextatimu 
amongst lliis people, on the other nand, when once actually dcveU 
oped, they were the more marked ; because, in proportion to the high 
degree of authority ascribed to tlic sacred records, was the skill and 
caution rcnairc*! in their inteqiretation. Thus, even in Pnlcjttine, "i 
siibeequenl to the exile, and partictllarly after the lime of the Klac- ' 
cabcea, many ingenious attempts were made to inter^irct the Old 
Testament so as to remove oBcnsivc litctalittes, cujiply <Ielicieiicie*, 
and introdaee the notions of a later age. Examples of this system 
of intcqirelatiou occur in the writings of the Rabbins, and even in 
the New Testament :i but it was at that place where the Jewish 
mind came into contact with Greek eiviliKalion. and under it.* in- 
fluence was carried beyond the limits of its own national cnlture. — 
namely, at Alexandria, — tliat the allegorical mode of intcriwetiition 
was first consistently applied to the whole body of historical narrative i 
in the Old Testament. Many had prepared tlic way, but it wa.'* i 
Pbilo who lirst fnlly developed the doctrine of both n common and J 
a deeper sense of the Holy Scriplures. He was by no mcjins in- 
clined to east away the former, but generally placed the two together, 
side by side, and even declared himself opposed to those who, every- 
where and without necessity, sacriliccd the literal to llie liiglicr 

■CIcdcNit. Dwr. DO. IS. Oimii. ADmiaR. t^j;. S3. TalUn. c. CriK. OnL SI. 
Omtat. bonU. «, 1 f . t Dlodnr. Sic. Bil'l. Vnsin. L. vl. C4f. it Kit. Dmr. L 4S. 
t RIM.t1.S6. JUOpke, ^UctiiuWtulkilarntntnUnwatlidiinSi-hrtruwlUr, S. l3S.t. 
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cigniJkation. In many casea, bowercr, be abfloltit(>tr dtsciird«d the 
TOibal meaning and hUtorical conception, and con9iiJnre<) ilw narra- 
tive meiclv aa the figurative representation of an idea. He ditl so, 
for e.\aniple, whenever the saca«d story appeared to liiiii to present ' 
■dolincationa tiDwortb^ of I>eit^, tenmns eltlier to matcriiuisni or 
FuiUnoponKnphiflin, or otherwise to contain contradiction«.* 

The ftct that Iho Jews, whilst ihey- adopted thU mwh of cx- 
I plaining the Old Teatament, (whicli, in order to savn the purity of 
llhe intrinsic signification, often sacrificed t!ie hiatorica! fonn,) were 
tnever led into the opposite system of Kvemenis, (wliicli priSHtrvMl 
[the hiittorical form by dircstii^ the history of tlte divine, utiJ icduo- 
|ing it lo a record dT mere Imnian cvenls.) is to be a.«en'tjeil to lite 
*te-nacily with which that people ever adhered lo tlie )ni}K-xiintural 
point <^ view. The latter mode of interpretation was tint brought 
to bear upon tlie Old Testatiicnt by the C'hri.ttian.«. 

S 4. ALLEnOIEK'AI. ISTKRI'UfrfATIOKS AMONG THE 
CH BISTI ASS — UKUJKS. 

To the early Christians who, antecedent lo the fixing of the 
christian canon, mmlc especial use of the Old Testament as theil 
principal sacred record, an allegorical interpretation was the mote 
indispensable, inaainiich aa they had made greater sd^'ancca beyond 
tlie views of the Old Testament writers than even tlic most eidight- 
ened of the Jews. It was no wonder therefore that this mode of 
explanation, already in voj^c among tliu Jews, was almost uni- 
Tcrsally adopted by the primitive christian chiuchcs. It was how- 
ever again in Alexandria that it found tlic fidlcst application amongst 
the Christians, and tlmt in connexion with the name of Origcn. 
Origen attributes a trcelbid moaning to the Scriptures, correspond- 
ing (vi(h bia diatributTon of the human being into tliree parts: the 
iiicnd sense answering to the body; the moralj tothesool; and the 
InyslkatTo'the spirit. t The nilc wiih him was to retain all th 
mcMiingii, lliough difiering in wortli ; in some particular eases, how^ 
ever, be whn of opinion that the literal interpretation either gave no 
sense ut all, or el.->o a perverted seime, in order tJie more directly to 
impel the reader to the discovery of its mystical signification. Ori- 
gen's repeated observation that it is not the purpose of the biblical 
narratives to tranitniit old talcs, but to in.ttruct in the rules of life ;( 
Jus asserlioi) that the merely literal aeecplution of many of the nar- 
ratives would prove destructive of tfie cliriittian religion ;j and bis 
application of tlic passage "The letter kiiletli, but tlic spirit givoth 
lite, "II to Uic relative worth of the allegorical and tlio literal inodea 
of biblical iuterprctation, may be uiiden»tood as imlicating oidy tho 

■ GfrOnr. Ulhnn. t UamlL t>. in Uvlt. { 0. t Uomll I. in Exuil. iU.s KoUt* 
jMarr, ut I9ft jam dErinu, I'Tf^nin r^i fahuUi nntari, ltd Averi vm prr *«r, vl nf- 
iumfi'i nnflnmii til». % Homil. t>. in l-oil. i.: Iltr ovmin, niti alio i;>uh arripiatau 
mtom iMm Irvftu Mtndit, o^^tin^tum mnj/U rl tuhfrtwivn C'ArutuAa rrlit^im.\ ^ptitm 
MrfUiMMn adifcaliaiKOiqiti pmlabuul. p Ccoln Oil. vi. TO. 
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iDrcriorilj or tli4^ Iit<^ra1 to the dt'eper Rlgnifi4'iitioTi. But tlic literal 
scn«; is (IiTiiictllv givm up wheji it in naiil, *'Kverj' [«it,'«ip' of. 
Scripture lian » Fpirituii] clf-mt'iit, btit twt o.very tmo hart a <:or{)OreftlV 
clcmcut;"* "A )>uiritua] truth often exists cmlKMliKil in a corporeiU.' 
lidMliood;"t "Tlw Scriptures cDntxin many Ihinj^ wliivli ucvvs 
came (o pass, tnlcrworm witit tlie hielorr, nnd lie must l>o dull 
indeed woo docs not of liii« own iiccord oWen-o that iriiicli which] 
the Scriptures represent as having happened nevrr nctuolly occur- 
red."} Among tho pas«iigos which Origcn regarded ns ailniitting 
DO othrr tluin »n nllccorical interprctBtion, bctiides those wliioli too 
sensibly humanized the l)eitj,S lie included those wtiicli attributed 
untTortliy action to individuals who had held intimate communion 
with GoiL| 

It was not bowcvcT from the Old Testament views alone that 
Oriffcn had, in consequence of his christian training, departed so 
widely that he felt himscll' compelled, if he would retain his rever- 
ence for the sacred rcoonls, to allegorize their contents, as a means 
of reconciling the contradiction wluch had arisen between them and 
his ova mind. There was much likewise in the New Testament 
writings irhich so little ueeorded with his philosopliicid notions, that 
be found himself constrained to adopt a snnilar prueiwding in refer- 
ence to them. He reasoned thus: — t)ie New Testament and the Old 
are the work of the same spirit, and this spirit would proceed id 
the same manner in the production of the one and of the other, io- 
terweaving liction with reality, in order thereby to direct the mind 
to the spiritual signiliention.^ In a remarkable passage of Iils work 
■gainst Celsus, Oricen ckeses together, and in no ttiiibiguoua lao- 
gnaec, the piurtially labulon<i stories of profane history, and of hcntlien 
mylbolegy, with the gospel narratives,*" Ho expresses himeelt'as 
fbUows : " In almost every history it is a diificult task, and not 
unfirefiuenlly an imposaibb one, to demonstrate the reality of the 
events recorded, however true they may in fact be. Lot us suppose 
some individual to deny the reolitv of a Trojan war on account of the 
iocxvdibilities mixed up with the history ; as, for example, the birtli 
of Achilles trom a goddess of the ec:i. How could we substantiate 
the &ict, encumbered as it is with the numerous and undeniable 



* De prtnclpp. L. It. { 30 ; «dm fifai (rp^i^) tx" ^ "vni^iorudv, ou suan H ti 
j^f-'—-^- I Cunifli. In JoBiin. 7'nni. X. f t : — in^t/i/inv irci>.>JU(i( Tor lilirtfiifif •ninr- 
fotumi ty ru au^orww, ui ui' fiiroi rif, ^rUn. J Ue i>nm>{>p. tv. 1A; ouvi^iTm ^ 
Maff f lenpi^ rd /^ jitufintir, iri /itr p4 ivvativ ymlefiiu, ir^ ii ivvafiiv uh> yrvi^dai, 
M>p4n> yrjiv^voi'. Ix- piinilpti. It. 16: xai Ti iti xIau irfier; ri/t ^ nivv u^j^uv 
pnpMMa fOunEro A-vnp'vwv mnajtii^, ytyixiifiivaiiivufirjmdra, uv yr)inim.va M ion) 
f^iiiiw. i Dr ]<iinaitifi. ir. Hi. Jl lluiiiil. i>. in (trn. uL: Qna niKi i*rf>|fi<u(ni cnf, 
IrptMAtii^ AfrraAam, fiM/vm piUntirchtm, mm Jipivm mfrUitvm f*4r Atim'i't-h rt^t »*d tt 
jiMiflCr'nuct e^mja^t prrvjnfi^gg i Quid ntft mifi^u Utnti patrwirchf vpr. tijkHtrlur emttami^ 

Kttra itnvi, sim ifiriiut, % Dp prinripp. it, IC : t>i /loi'tif it Kipl Tuv spa rvc HafOvoiat 
tw-rs ti mii'iia i^mniiiarv. uAJ;', irt ri oM rvyx^*"" "i uvA rat' h'ic 6i^ rd fpuM 
aal ixi tut rimy-y'ijui- nrOBi^n *al M Ti/f &in<rriAuir, Witt nwrui' sia-ni iupBra/ T^v 
ianpiia njv spoiTvfae/iiiw sard rA au/ianiiiB t^fwrui; ^ ftjatrfiimv, *' Cuntn C«t> 
turn, 1. 40; 
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poetical nclioiis wliicli have, in tioiw tinogoiirtauuilile mnnner, b^ 
come iiilerwovt-n with tlic generally mlmilted account of ibe war 
iMitwevii llie Greeks and tLc Trojtnst TIktv ix no nltcmalivp.: 
he w1m> would study [listory with undcretAmling, nnd not suficr [lim- 
Mlf to b<i deluded, most weigh each Eeuaratc detnil, and considur 
what is worthy ol" credit and may be bclic%-cd without further evi- 
dence; what, on the contrary, must be regarded as merely ti;;ursili«e; 
(riva Ai Tpano/.o-j-fjanf alivays Waring in mind the aim of the luuro- 
tor, — ajid whitt must be wholly lui.-itru.'ited ba being writteu with 
intent to pleAse certain in<Itviduals." In conduition Origen says, 
"1 n-as desirous of making t{|i::«c preliminary obaervaltons in relation 
to tlie entire history of Jesus given in tlie CiO^jwlis not with tho 
view of exacting from ()h- enliglitenod a blind and luijie I ess belief, but 
vitb design to e\iovi how indispcnMble to the sludy of this history 
are not onJy judgment and dibgent examination, but, so to speak, 
tho vcxy jwnetrating into the mind of the author, in order to dift- 
cover the parttcuhir aim with which each narrative may have been 
written." 

VVe liere xec Origen almost tranaccnding the limits of hi« own 
cualomiiry point of view, and verging towards ihe more modem 
mythical view. Hut if hi.'* own pre) tosses^ ions in favour of the 
supernal ojTiI, nnd hi$ fear of giving oflenoe to the orthodox church, 
combined to Uitnler him fmm miikiiig a wider apjtliailion of the 
tdlegorieal mode of inleqiretalion to the Old Testament, the santo 
causes operated slill more powerlully in relalion to (he New TesUi^ 
meat; so that wlicn we I'nrther imjnire of wlitch of the gospel his- 
lories in particulnr did ttrigen rtject the hljtloricttl meimi?ig, m order 
to hold rast A truth worthy of God? the instunci^ will prove to be 
meager in the extreme. For when he says, in illuatratioii of the 
above-mentioned passage, that amongst other things, it is not to be 
ujitcrstood literally that Satan showed to Jesua olfthc kingdoms of 
tJie earth from a mountain, because this is impossible to the bodily 
eye; he here gives not a ntrictlv allegorical intciprotaiion, but merely 
M different turn to tlio literal sense, which, according to him, re- 
lates not to an external fact, but to the intenud fact of a virion. 
Again, even wh<-ru (he lf-\l olTcrs a tempting opportunity of tuicri- 
Iking the Uu^ral to tliu s|iiriiual meaning, as, for example, tlte 
curving of the tig-tree,' Origen dues not s[)eak out freely. He is 
meet explicit when K^M-Jiking of tJie expuLiion of the buyers and 
sellers from (he temple; he ctuinictcriKes tlie <M.iii(luct of Jesus ac- 
oordLng to the liienu interpretation, as assuming and sedilious-t 
He moreover expressly rcnuirks that the Scriptures contain many 
more historical tuau merely sgriptiuul truths-f 



* Comn. in Jlsnh. Torn. s*l. 26. 

f Camm- lo Jotan. Tom. i. II. 

; Dc princlpp. Iv. I'J. Afler OtiKra, that kinJ ol allrxnrr onlj whli;h Utl Xhn tiiatori- 
mI r'nrn mlmpaind «m rtuinfi] m iha HiiutIi ; iinil wbcrc. iubfrf|iu'nlly, ■ eivind up 
•t 111* Ttrtal nuAuiiig 1* ipeliai «f, thl* nltn mvnly to ■ tnipt or i •linllc. 
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i 5. TOAXsmOK TO MORE MOPEKS TIlIEa — DEISTS ASU KATlilt,\L- 

laxe or TIIK 17TU A.VU 18th CESTrUiES — tub WOLFEKUirElTKL 

FltAGllE'(Tl£T. 

Tnrs waa devejoped one fif iliosp forms of intpq>r*tation to which 
tltc Ilcbrvw and ClirLttUn Scriptures, in coinirioii nitli all ctHtn ns 
Ugioas fccordft, iii relation to lueir Iii^loricxI conlcnlA, kn^nc ne> 
ccssaril^ snbJ4H;tpd ; tlial, iiamrlv. ivIiicJt recogiiixcit in ttteiii tlii; di- \ 
TttiP, but dciii<-^ il to linvc itctuallj' tii.-iiiirc^le<I il.i'If in so imini'^liitle J 
a manner. Tlio otlicr jirindjud niifili; of iiit<.-:[^nx'talioii, ivliioli, to n 
certain i^xltiil, nckuowlwlp-? tim (•(•urm; of cvnits to have lic^n Iiia- 
toricallj lni(.% Init ns^igiis it to a. Iitininii and not n divine origin, vrnx 
dctreloiH-d amongst Ihc mcniiM of CIinstiatLity Ity u Cclstu*. u Por- 
pityty, and a JmiaiL. They indeed rcji-ctcd mncli of the bistorynx > 
allogcthcr fal'ulone ; Imt thvyadniiltMuiMiyof the incidents icMtixI / 
of MoDCft, Jp^u^ and otlicris to be IticiloHeal tiicls : iHcse faeta were I 
liowcver considered by ihcm as originating fioni eomniOT) motivcai 
uul tlwy atiributc<l their apparently 6U]K;nuituial character cither loi 
gTo*8 Jnud or impious soi-cerj*. 

It is worthy of observation that the cireumrtaiioca attending the 
introduction of thcfle several niodca of inlcrprolalion into the heathen 
and Jewish rcligionts on the one hand, and into lite christian rclig^ 
ion, on tltc oiltcr, were difiercnt. The religion and sacred litera- \ 
tnre of the ( IrceJw and Hebrews had been gradually developed with 
the devc]o)>nient of the nation, and it was not until tlic intellectual 
eotturo of iJic )>oop1u Iiad <>nl|;ronii the religion of liieir fathers, and 
the latter »vas in conseipitiK^i- v<':^inj; towards decay, that the di»« 
eiejmncy which i* tl:i- wmix'C of tJivsi- varying intcrprct.ilions became / 
aMiairnl. Clirigflaiiity, on fhe conlmn,-, cauH! into a world fjf already 
aavoncci] civilization; wTiicTnvais with the cxceptton cf tliat of I'a- 
Icstinv, the Juduico-llcllenislic and the Greek. Consequently a difc 
B ^TcemcD t manifested itself ut the wry hc^nning ; it waa not now 
bowtjvcr, as in former times, between modem fi:Ihiw and an ancient 
religion, but bptw^n B_new relirion aiid_uii 'luxrv-. The pfo- 

duction of allegorical i nlcrprclal ions anion \' . ' _ 'ii:< uixl llielie- 
brcivs, was a &ign that their religion bad lost its vitality ; tlie allc^ 
orics of Origen and the attacks of Cclaus, in n-fercnec to Cltristiaiiity, 
wcr« evidences railiei tiiat the world bad not as yet duly aiCO(»nino- 
dalcd itselt' to the uctv religion. As Iiowc\cr with tlie christianizing 
of the IU>Riaii empire, and the overthrow of the cliicf heresies, the 
diristian princiute gained an cvo^increasing supremacy; as the 
achooU of heathen wisdom closed; and tlie nnvivilized ficrmanic 
bribes lent llieinsclvea to tlie teacbinf of tlie diurdi ;— tlic world, 
during the tedious cenlime« of tlie nndiltc age», was aatialied with 
Christianity, both in fonn and in Mil>»lanee. Almost all traces of 
tliosc modc^ of intcrpretalion which j>rcsapi>osc a discrepancy be* 
tween the etdturc of a nation, or of the wonu, and religion, in con- 
sequence disappeared. The relbriiution irfti'ctcd (lie tint breach in 
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the solid fltniclUTG of the Giith ol* tlic cIiutcH. It vras tlic first rita] 
exprefiaion of ■ cultarc, wtiicb liad now iti tbc liixirt of Christcti- 
dom itseU^ as Jbnncrlj in relation to Paganiain and .Tudaisiii, nc- 
i[uii«d Atrenglli and indf]>cnil(;iicc eulfiuicnt to create a r«actH>]i 
■gxiii«t llic mii of its biitU, tlie prevailing r«Ii^on. TIiU reaction, 
KO long u» il waa directed ngaiiitti tli« dominant Iiierarchv, mruti- 
lutcd tl:« Mil'liinc, but ([Utckly tijitiiiiated, drama of the reronnallon. 
[ii tl« Utt-T tlirf-ctioti »giiin.-<t tlie lliblc^ il apticared a^iiii iijhmi tlic 
8tngc in llic ljBm:ii revolutionary cirorts of lu-inni ; and mniiy and 
vanoos have l>ovti the forms it iian asHuniud in its progrcsti down to 
the jprvscnt time. 

Tbc deists and naturaiiels of tlic «;vciitucntfa and eiglitcvntb ociH 
turica rcuc«-rff tlicpSlcrriic attacks of the mgao adrcrsaricB of Chlifl- 
tUnity in tlic bi>3om of t!ic cliriBtian tbiurl) ; and gave to tbc jniblic 
an irrcgulai' and confused mass of criticisms, impugning the aiittien- 
ticily and ercdibilily of tlic Scriptures, and exposing lo c<onieni|>t 
the events recorded in the sacrod volmiic Toland,* liolingbn>kc,t 
and others, pronounced the Dible to be a collection of unaulbenlLc 
and tabiilouii IkmIui ; wIiiLit Bonie spared no pains lo desjioil the bil>- 
liad bisliirii-ii. and the heroes whose action.i they oelebrate, of evciy 
rayof illviiie Hglit. Tiiu.-i^ uceording to Alorgan,} llic kw of Moves 
U a miscmblt! system of suiJCrstiiioii, IJIiuliieK^ and Klavt-ry ; the 
Jewish i>m-4U arc deccivf-rs; and the Jewish propbcis tiic ongiaor- 
Ion of ttie dislructions and civil yeim of the two kingdoms of Judab 
and Ismc-I. Ac<'ording to Cbul>b,S the Jewish rdigion caunot be a 
revelation from (io<l, LMx-nuse it dch.-UKvt tliu moral character of the 
Deity by attrilmting to him arbitrary conduct, parliidily tor a par- 
ticolar pcoulc, iind above all, the ctucJ comnianu to exterminate the 
CanoaDitiali nations. jXssaulls were likewise made by these and 
otbcr dcisls ajjon the New Testament : the apostles wexe auspoctod 
of being aeiuatcd by ecltisb and mcrccnaiy niotivea :i| the diaractcr 
<if Jesus himself was not sparcdil" and ilic fact of his resiirrertion 
wasdoni<^d.** The miracles of Jesus, wrought by an immediate cxer- 
tasc of divine power in human acts and concerns, were iiiaile tlic 
imrticuhir objectx of atluek by Woolslon.ft Tht.-* writer i.< also worthy 
uF notice on aocount of the peculiar [lOKiliou rakcii by him lictwuca 
ibe ancient aUc^^alaand ihcmuilcruiuiluruli.tl.i. His wiiulcreason- 
jiw turn.* upon liie allenintivc ; cilla-r to ri-Uin t]ic hisl'-riciil reality 
oftlie minicii's luinatcd in the Bible, and liius lo satrilice llic divine 
character of Ihc narrative.^, and reduci; the miracles to mere aitllices, 
mUereblv juggleries, or eoinmoti-pbu»; deceptions ; or, in order to 
hold fu«l the ffivine cluiractcr of tliese narratives, to reject ihcm en- 
tirely us details of actual occuircnces, and regard tbcm as historical 

• In kit Xmjalia, IQ'JK. Sto I^kad'i llrw (4' Xtw DvlMlnl Wilun. f Sf* t» 
Lkid. ] In kiiwurk iWiiliillliM Uaral I'liiliiKiphT. j I'oalhuiuaiu Worki, I ■ 1 4. |j ChuUi, 
PMhaiBaiu n'lnkFi. i. IHiJ. ^ llii'l. ii. il'X " lliu ItwurfHClon uCJeiiuConmtrml, l)v 
sUmsI I'liUuKqihtr, i:il. It ^IsUiKiMinnon thcMlrtvIouf uurlMiiuur. ruUiilwil 
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rtfHTcscntalionB of certain spiritual tnilliit. ^Voolaton cites the au- 
thority of the inoBt dutinguisltntt allc^n^its nmong the fntlicra is 
support of thui view. He is vraag liowcvi-r in n'|)rcticii(ing ihctn 
as 8^u{>])Unting the literal by the figurative niMiiiiag. TIkw! luicicnt 
fiktlient, on the contrary, were dt^jto^etl lo retain bolli the liternl and 
the allegorical ine-iiiini;, (A fvw exatnjilcjt in Origrn, it is true, arc an 
escentioii to tliU nil«^) It may Ihj doubtttil, from the language of 
Woolstou, whicli ulteniaiive wa» adojxcd by IdmsGlf. If we reason 
&oni the (Hirt, ihiit Iwforc Ite amwarcd «» the opponent of the oom- 
inoiily etiti-rtaincf] views of Clinstintiity, he occupied himself with 
all^urit-al inlcq>irlalioiiK of tin" ScriptHres,* we may be led lo con- 
sider the InttiT altcniutivc as exprcssiii" his real conviction. On 
llie oiin-r ltan<l, he etdiiigea with so evident a prcdilcciion on the 
»li«urditiej< of the miracles when literally understood, wid die nijui- 
ner in which he treats the whole subject ia so tinged with levity, 
thiit we m«y guspcd the DeisI to put forward the aUcecnical inter- 
preliitiona merely as a screen, Jrom behind which be might inveigh 
the more unreservedly against the literal signilication. 

SiniUar deietical objei'iton>) against the Bible, and the divine 
character of its history-, were propagated in Germany, chiefly by an 
auon^inoua auther (Itcimaros) wliosc manuscripts were diacoveied 
Ijy Lcssing in the Wolicubiittcl library. Some portions of these 
manuscripU*, called the "Wolfcnbuttel Fragments, were published 
by Leasing in 1774. They consist of Esuays, one of which trcala 
of tlie many aigunicnls wbicJi may bo urged again.^t revcitlcd relijrii^n 
in general; the olliers relate partly to ilto Old and jiartly to the ^tew 
Testament. It h the opinion of the KragmenlisI, in relation to the 
Old Testament, lir^l, tluU llie men, of whom tlie Scriptures itannte 
tl&t they bad immediate communications willi (jod, were »o unwor- 
thy, that Kucli iiileicourite, admiltinjr il» reulity, comproii)i.'<e<l tlie 
ctaraclcr of Ueiry; nccondly, that tlie result v( this irititt'imrsu, — 
tite iiislructiori:; iind lane alleged lu liiive been ihu.t divinely com- 
municated, — WKK so liaibarous and de.tlniclive, ibat to ascribe them 
to God li impoMiblc; and (hinlJv, Ihat the accompanying miracles 
were at uiii-c abstinl anil incretlible. Fmm the whole, it appears to 
him clear, liial the divine comiiuiiiicatiinis were only inelcnded; and 
tbil thi; tninieles were dehitiioiiiS pracliwed with the de-tign of giving 
slubility and efficiency to certain law* and iiMtilutions hiduy ad- 
vanlagcv)!!^ to the rulers aud pric'SlSL Tlie autlior finds nmcn to con- 
demn in Ihc conduct of iIic [utrinichs and their simulations of di- 
vine communications: such aa lite comtnaiid to Abniliain to itacA' 
Ike his son. But it is cliielly Mo«cs upon whom he seeks, in a long 
wction. to cast all the obloquy of au impostor, wlu> did not Acrujile 
lo employ the most disgraceful means in order lo nuike hiin»clf the 
dc«jiotic ruler of n ftee people: who, to effect his jiurposc, leigned 
di>'mc apjuuilions, and jirelcndcd to have received ibe command of 
God to pcipetmte acu which, but for this divine sanction, would 
• Sdu«ckb, KitdwoitwA. Mil ia BoTtmn. C Tb. 3. lUI. 
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have I)ccn tttignialiM-il its frouduUiit, aa tiighwsy rot)bcr)', a.<i inlitt- 
Biai) borlmrity. For iiii-tni)<:c, ihc spoUuig of tbc Egj-iiliaiis, aitd 
tin; cxtirjniltonof the tiihabitaiilsorGiiumn; alrocitiea which, wheii 
introduccf] by the wonk "Jehovah ftttth mid it," t>c«irae itiiitanlly' 
tnuiefonncd into <Ii.'c<ls worthy of God. The l-'ntgineniUt liia.t tillfe 
diopoecd lo ndinil the divinity of llic Xew Teatamcnt historitfl. He 
coiwidcn tbc aitti of Jc^us to Iiavc bcco political ; and hia connexion 
with John ibc Baptist * preconcerted artaiigcincnt, by wliich the one 
porty should iccoaimcnd tlic oilier to the people. He views the death 
of Jcsu8 as an event by no means foreseen by liiniRelf, but niiieh 
ftustTAted all his plans; a attastrophe wliich his diiiciplca knew not 
bow cbc to repair than l^ tbc frandolcnt pretence that Jestis was 
risen bom tbc dead, and oy an artful alteration of his doclrineti.* 

I 6. SATCBAt. MOtiF. OF KXPLANATIOX ADOPTED BT TUE BATIONAL- 

isnn? — F.icHnunx — pAtiLfs, 

Wli]L8T the reality of the hiljHcnl revelntion, loMlbcr with the 
dirine origin and supernatural character of tbc Jevrish and Christian 
hiiitorics. were tenneiouely maintained in op]Kieition to the Knglish 
deists by ninncrons Englisli aiiolopBts, and in oj^position lo the 
Wolleiibtiiiel Fragineutist bv tli« great majority' of (icmiaa theo- 
logians, tltcre arose a distinct class of iheologinns in (iennany, who 
fllnieiE into a new path. The ancient jiagaii nix-tliology, as undor- 
Atood by Kvenierus, adroilled of two modes of explanation, each of 
which was in fact adopted. The deities of the popiUar worship 
might, on the one hand, he regarded as good and benevolent men ; 
aa wise lawgivers, and just nilers, of early times, whom tlie gratiiiide 
of their oontemiKtraries and i>OKleritylifld encircled wit li divine glory; 
or they might, on the other liiuid, be vieived as artfid iiiijKisiors and 
cruel tyrants, who had veiled themselves in a nimbus of divinity, for 
tlie pnqKwe of subjugating (he people to their dominion. 80, likc- 
wiM-, in tlu! purely hninan cxidanation of the bible hintorie.*, )H-didi-i4 
the method of the dci.-<ti« to reganl the subjects of lli(-j>e narratives 
as wicked and dM^r-ilfid in< 11, there wh.-< yet :in()ther eonme ojr 11 : lo 
divest these individuuls of tbeir intnicdinte divinity, bnt to accord 
to tbnn an aiidcgraded humanity ; not indiud lo look U|)on their 
deeds as miraculous :—4i8 little on the olhcr hand to decry them ii« 
impositions ; — hut to explain their proccwlingi* "« iiltogetlM-r natund, 
yet morally irrcprcbensiblc. If the Xntnralist wiw Iwl by Li.i njio 
cial enmity to the Clirisliiinily of the church lo the fonm>r e.-sjilaiia- 
tion, the lUtionalist, anxious, on tire contiury, to ii-nmin wiltiin the 
podo of tliic chuTvh, was attracted towards the latter. 

Eichhom, in his critical examination of the WolffenhQltel Kra^ 
menls,t directly opposes this rationalistic view to that maintained 
by the Nalumlist. lie agrees with the Fnigmenti»t in refusing to 

• Frifimtntfi in Wo1f»iiliOU»lM-liiin ri.ici'iHiiinlfll ran O. K. Ij^miiw bcrmnjpuflH'n. 
t KtmuJon dft Qlirlgm, noch imt^nicklrii Wi'riiii Cii!<i W<:ir>'nUuiilcr F>i^iiiiii«trD, In 
Udilianu ■Ugnuciacr UblUHlnli, onlor Bud I. u. 'i. bibdi. 



DEVELOrUEXT OP TUB MTTBICAL IHMNT OF VIEW. 



81 



TCCopiBc an uninfdiatc divine ac;t.'ncy, nt ill O-vt^nU in tlic imTtntivcs 
of early date. The raythologiciii n?-<«in'lir!< n( n Hoyra^ l«fl fo fiir 
Cidarcicd liis cinrlc of ^■i«ion iw lo Ii-)i<i Eii'lihom to in-nrivc tlint 
divine inleTpoeitions musl he Mike iiiimiriLil, or iihkc Jciiitii, in tlic 
primiti^'c histories (if nil peoiik-. It wiislliv [inK'tice ot' all luitioTiE, 
of llic Grcviana us well a» Utc Orientnlis, to irfer crtry un<;x]ioL'lc(l 
or inexpIicaUc oarorrcnco iinniediatoly to tlw l*eily. TJm; fiugcs 
of anlimiily lived in cimliniuil eonim union with Mi[>crior trUclltgon- 
ces. Whilst tliepc rci>Te.»cnliition» (such is Kirhlmni's slntcment of 
tbc nuilter) are always, in rctV-renct! to the Helircw reconid, uinlcr- 
stood vcrlially and literally, it lii»8 hitherto IxH.-n customary to ex- 
j^ia einiilar reprceentstion? in the pngan histories, liy presupposing 
either deceptioo and grosa falsehood, or the niisinteT^iretation atiu 
cormpiion of tradition. But Eielihom thinks justice evidently re- 
quires that Hebrew and pa"nn history should ho treated in the same 
way; so ttiat intereotirsc with celeetiiil beings during a elate of in- 
&ncy, must either be aeeorded to all nations, pagan and Hebrew, or 
equally denied to aU. Tbc mind hesitates to make so universal an 
aoniisxiou : first, on accooat of tlio not un&cqucnt errors contained 
in religionii claiming to have been divinely communicated: secondly, 
from a sen?e of the ditliculty of explaining the trant^ilion of the bn- 
man race from a state of dii-ine tutelage to one of acll^o[>cndence ; 
and lastly, bwauae in pnnjwrtiDn aa iiilcUigenec increases, and llic 
aathenticity of the records may be more ana more conlidentlv relied 
upon,. in the aanie proportion do tlieac immediate divine indtieiires 
invariably disappear. It*, accordingly, tbc notion of su)>enialunil in- 
teT]K>.iilii)ii is lo Itc rejected with re^nl lo tlie Hfbrew.'*, as well a* 
lo nil iilber |)eojile, tl»c view generally taken of iKigiiii antiipiity jire- 
MRt.-< tt.<elf, at tirst siuht, as that most obvioii.tly uj'jilicJilile to tlic 
early Hcbrew:< ; namely, liiJil their prelciidtvi n^velutiona were based 
n))On dcteit and falsehood, or that llwir ininiculous lii«tories should 
be rcfi-m:<i to ihe miireprej^'ntation* and toiruirtiona of tradition. 
Tliid is the- view of the itulijt-ct aetii.iliy a]iplii-d by the Krngni enlist 
lo the 0I"1 Tcjifanit-nt ; n n-juvsi-ntatitm, wiys Kicliiiom, from which 
the mind on a ncuin-r ev>ntvniji|nlii>ii n-eniU. Is it conceivable that 
the gretiteat nu-ti of (inti<inity, whosi- inHnencc opfratcd so powep. 
fully and so bendtciully )i[)<>n lh<-ir age, shonld one and all liave 
lieeii impostori!, and 3-et Iiave t-sati;e<] tbu detection of tbcir contem- 
pomriear 

According lo Eichhom, i<o per*-ertcd a view could arise only in 
ft mind that refused lo inteq>rct the ancient teconbi in ilie «|iiTil of 
their age. Truly, bad they Iwen composed with all ilic iihi!oso])l il- 
eal accuracy of tbc writers of the present day, we nhoultf have been 
compelled to find in them cither actual di\inc iiiteT|iositioiis, or a 
fraudulent pretence. But they arc the production of an infant mk] 
unacientilie age : and treat, witbont reserve of divine int en-en I ions, 
ill aottitilHUCo with the conceptions and phraseology of tltal ejirly 
r period. Ho that, in point of tact, vc have neither minicJea to won- 
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dcr at, on the onp lianil, nor deceptions lo onmask on the oilier : Imt 
simply the Innzuage of n l<>nn«r a^;^ to translate iiito that of vox 
ovti dii y. Eiclilioni iibitrrvbs lliat Ixrfore tltc huDiau race liad gained 
a knowiciJgc of tin.- Iruc Miutr-* of tilings, all occurrences were m- 
fciTwl to BU|>cniatural ajji-ncii-S, or 1u iJie inlerpoaitioi) of :<ii|ierliunian 
beincH. Lofty conccpnoiiN iwlilo irjiolve^ u»dul invv-nlionit iiiid 
n^iuiations, Init more c^>cinlly vivij dnMiniA, were the ojierations 
of that Doitv undoT whose iminfflialc JiitiuwicK lliey liclicvcti lln'tn- 
(iclvcs placed JUuifcstalions of diKlingu!»itc<l intvllig(-nc«'fiiKl»k>ll, 
by which some individual excited tlii- TCondi-r of the i>ixipli', wens 
ngitided &» niiraciiloua ; as ai-^s of supL^matund cndownicnU, and 
of a ijanitrntur inteji^turso with higiicr beinge. And tluK n-as the 
belief, not ol' the people only, but also of thc3C eminent individnals. 
who enteriuiiic«I no (foubt of tlie iact, and who exalted in the fuU 
conviction of being in niy.itcrioiis connexion with the Deity. Eich- 
horu i» of opinimi iliat no ol>jt«tion can l)c ui^d against the attempt 
to rejtolve itll th« Mo«aic narralive.'i into nniund occurrences, and 
ihu.-* far he cioiK-eiIi.*« to the Fiagincntisl iiiii priinary ]^>osi(tan; but 
Le rej«cis Iii» inference lliat, Mi>.<es wm an impoittor, i>rotiotinuiig 
tlw oijticluf'iuii to be over-iiiii*lv and unjnKU Tiini< Kichhoru agrei-a 
with ihu Xutui'nliEls in divc-iting the bibliojil tuimitive» iif all liieir 
imoioltately divine conlcuts, but h'^ dilfeivil from them in tills, tliiit 
Lv explained the siipcmatiirul lu^ln- whieh iidoniit thc9<i hi»torivM, 
not OS H fictitious eolouriug imported with dt^ign to deceive, but sa 
a nalund and as it were spoatanooos iUuaiinaliun reflected from anti- 
I quity tt«clf. 

' In conformity with these principlca ^ch lioni eouglit to cxplatn 
. naturally the hislunca of Noah, Abrahtiiii, ~3tCeca, &c. A'icwed in 
i the liglil of that ngi-, the njipointment of Mosea to be the leader 
of liiv [«nielites u-us nothin" more than the long cberiahed project 
of the |iiitnot to emancipate iiia people, which when prciicnled before 
his niiml n-ilh more than usual vividucAS in hU dreamft, was Itcliered 
by him to be a divine inspiration. The thnnc and Mnoki^ wliielt a»> 
cended tVom llonnt Sinni, at the giving of ihe law, wiiii nicrelv a 
fire which liloitcs kiiiiUeil in onit-r in make a decjwr impreK«ion ni'On 
the ima^nation of itie people Ingelliir willi an iweident.il ihuimcr- 
etomi which ariMc nt that jHirticiihir niument. The shining of his 
countenance was tJic natural eflcct of being overheated ; but it was 
SU{n>osed to be a divine innnifeiftution, not oidy by the licoplc, bat 
by Mo^-s liimscltj lie being ignorant of the true cause. 

£icblK>ni was more n.-:«Tvcd in his application of tiiia mode of 
inteipivtstioM to the New Tt-wlament. Indocd, it was only to a (■.:« 
of the narratives in the Acts of the Apo-itlci, such as tlie miracle 
of the day of Pcjiteco^t, tW conversion of the Apoiitlo Paul, and 
the many apparition* of angels, that he allowed himself lo apply iL 
llerc too, he refers the .tuiK-rnatuml to the figurative hingungr ul" tliu 
Bible ; in which, for example, a happy accldi:nl m eiiUed — a prwteel- 
ing aiigrl ; a joyoua thought — the salutntiou of an angel , and a 
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p«i«:fiil State of mind — * comforting angel. It is however remark- 
nl>le tbal luciihom was conwioua of tbo inapplicability of ttic natural 
explaiialtoti to .to»i4> part.* of tlx^ gospel hiaton', and with n»pocl lo 
many of lite tiarralivc^ took a more clet'aled view. 

Many writingH in a Aiiuilar spirit, whicb partially indtided tlie 
Xeiv 'J\'ittiimi''j)l witliiii IIm; cin-lc of tlieir C-xpIanatiuiiii, appearvd; 
but it wiwjic^'aiiliis wlio l>y liitt coiinneiiUry on tltn Ow*[>cJ»* in 
1800, tirsl uoiiiTrvil llic fiill reputation of a ciiritiiiin Krenu^rtis. 
Ill the in(to<in(ti»n to lhi» work Iifl MaltM it to lie tlie priimiry re- 
■]uiifitc of tin- )iil>lk-al critic to Xsn nhlc to ihiitingui^h Ix-ln'wn what I 
is y<i<V, and wliat \» vjnnwn. That which has been tu^tually cxpcri-l 
cnccil, intcmiilly or vxtrmally. by the participants in an cwut, he} 
calls fa<^. The tnti-ntrctstion of an event, the sup^x^st'd causes i 
to wliicli >l is rderreil either by the participants or bv tlic nar-i 
ntors, he calls opinion, Unt. aecoijing to 1>t, Paiilus tlicsc' 
two deineula become eo cn.iily blended and confuiinded in llic 
□linda both of tJbc original eiiarerit in an evont, and of llic subsoJ 
qucQt reialors and bisloiian^, iliat lacl and opinion low their dis- 
tinetioi] ; so tliat the one and tin; other arc Ldicvcd and rcconlcd 
with C'lual eonHdence in their historical tmlli This intermixture 
ia particularly aiipaivm in the IiUti>ric^ books of tlie New Testa- I 
ment ; .tince at llie lime wht'n Jc-siLt bved, it was etill the pre\-ailing 
di9{ioi<ilion to derive everj- striking oeeurreiico from an invisible and 
ttnjierhuriian cainw. It ia coiu«v]uciilly tlie chief taah of the historian 
wlu) deitire^t lo d«-al witli niatlvrx of liu^t, that i^ to nay, in retercnce 
to the N'c.w Ti? lament, to st'punilc iIicm^ two con.->liluent elements 
SO eJowIy nnijilpimiitrd, find yet in ihcm^clvivi »o ilislinct: and to 
extricate liic piia- licnicl of fiict from the shell of o|>inion. In oidcr 
to thiii, in tin; abiwnce of <u>y more genuine account which would 
KCrw as a correcting |nrallcl, he must transplant hin^clf in imag- 
ination upon the theatre of action, and strive to liu; nlinoitt lo con- \ 
Icmplalc the cvcails by tlie light of the age in whicii they occurred. 
And from this point of view he must seek to supply 'lie doticicncic-S 
of the narration, by tilling in thoae exphmiitory collateral circum- 
staiuKs, which tlic iX!lator liimaclf is so ollcn kii bv liis pxeddcction 
fiw the eupcmaiura] to l«a*-c unnoticed. It is well known in what 
manner Ur. Pauhia applies these principles to the New Testament 
in his Couunentary, and still more fully in his later production, 
"The IjUc of Jcsud.'' He Rimly muintauis the historicid tnitli of '. 
the gospel narralivca, and be aims to weave them into otic conae- i 
culivo clironologically-arranged detaU of facia; but he cx|ilain9 
away every trace of innnediate divine agency, and denies all su[io 
natural intervention. Jesus is not to him the Son of God in the 
aemo of tli« Churdi, but a wi«e and virtuous human bc-ing; and 
the efTecU li^ produced are not miraclea, but acts somclimi^ of be- 
nevolenci: and frieiid.iliip, sometimes of in«dical skill, sonietimca 
also the resulla of accident and jjood fortune. 

* P»b1iu'< ComnwolaT Qbar du ncna TmIuiieiiL 
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; This view ]>ro]w*c<I l»y I-'idiliom, am! more completely devel- 
, oped l>y PfHiIiis, ncct-Marily pn--iii])|i(i.-<ft.* tii« OM ami New Teato- 
metit ivritin^ to nHil-iin n nnniiCc and failltfiil narration, conijiOAed 
sliortly nftiT till: ocuumiii.'c of t!ie events rewirdfiJ, and ddrired, 
whenever this vma possible, iwin tlie Iftttiniony of pye-witneiwea. 
For it is only from nn nccur«l« nnj original report tbat the iingorblcd 
feet can be disoiitAn^vil from iiiri-rwovwi opinion. If tlic report be 
Inter and less origin.il, what »cc-«rily i* tlioro tlinl wliat is lald'ii for 
ibe maltcr-of-fnct kernel does not Wlong to opiiiinn t>r tradition? 
To avoid this objoction, Kicliliom ^um^Iit lo iLtxi^i a date to the 
Old Te^taniciit bisloricfl approximating as nearly a» [)0*f.\Ula to Uie 
orcnia tbty record: and bcre be, and otiter ihcolngians of the •amc 
school, found no difficulty in admitting; mipitowitiim!* the rno#l un> 
natarsl: for csamnlc, liuit IIk; I'witatwicli was writt<-n during the 
passage tiiiongh the Mildcmrs*. ilowcvi-r lhi< (ritii; admits that 
some portions of the Old Ti^t-tjimi-nt, llm Hook of Jiidgi'-s, for in* 
atsncc, could not have been written conlcinjuinirn'ously with the 
events ; that the historian miut Iwvc conli^mjibtvd liis licroci; 
through the dim mist of intervening uges, which might easily Iiavc 
magniticd them into ^ant forma. No historian who Lnd either nnt- 
nessed (he circumituncea, or had been closely eonnectcJ with them 
in point of time, oonld cmbelliati aAcr such fashion, except with 
the cxprGtfl aim to amuse at the expense of truth, But witli regard 
to lemote occuTi-cncea il is quite diflcrent. The imagination is no 
longer reetricled by the fisca limits of Iiistorical reality, but is aid- 
ed in its flight by the notion tlint in earlier times all things were 
better and nobler; and tiie liistorian is tempted to speak in loftier 
phmsc an<I to use liypcrbolical expreSi^ions. Least ot all U it po»- 
fiible to avoi<l cnilicllisliment, when the compiler of a siiljsetjticnt 
age derives his materials fi-om the orally transmitted tradiliontt of 
antiquity. The adventures and wondrous exploits of ancojilorit, 
haiMiod domi by fatlicr to sou, ami by son to grandson, in j;Iowiiig 
and enthusiaxtic n>|)resentations, and sung by the jmji'I in lotly 
stniuit, an^ rcj^Utentil in the writieii rfcordu of (he hinttjr'iaii iti sim- 
ilar Icrm^ of iiigh Howliig diction. Tiiough Kicliliorii liH)k liiis view 
of a portion of (lie Old Testament liook.t, lie bellc-veti he was not 
giving up their historiesl ba*i.*, bnt wa« still able, after clearing 
away the more or less evident h-giaidnry )id<litions, to tniee out the 
natural coutbC of the history. 

Bat in one instance at IciLtl, iJiis master of the natural mode of 
internretatioii in reference to the t>ld Testinient, took a moro cle- 
▼atea view : — namely, of the history of tlie creation and the fall. 
, In his iutluential work on primitive historj-,* although he had from 
the first (hrbnil thu aixxiiml of the creation to be poetry, he nevcr- 
tiicless mainlaiiiol lluit of tiie f^II to W neitlier mythology nor alle- 
gory, Init true histiiry. The hislorind basis that Remained after the 
removal of the .■■npi-rnntuial, he stuled li> he lliis: tlut the human 
* EidiliiDni'* UrpaiAlcllMi kn'aiwinpl*'' vun Gaiilnr, 3 IliL S. OS. C 
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conatilntion hail at the wty beginning become impaired by llic 
cAting of a poUonoiw fniiL He tboughl it indeed very [Mxi.iible in 
itself, and eontirnicd by iiuiii<-^ou» exainplen in |>rofane bislorv, lliat 
purely historical tiarratirf.'* iiiiglil be ownaid by a uiytliiead account; 
out owing to a su]iraiiiitiirali.->tic notion, be refused to allow tbe 
sarnie possibility to itio Hible, because be thought il unworthy of 
the Deity to admit a inyrhological fragmciit into a l>ook, which bore 
such incontestable triiiM';* of il.-* divine cri^n. I^ater, however, 
Cichhom liinii<elf decJunil tbiit be luid changed his opinion with 
n^ard to the sciiocmI and ibinl chn|it<'ni of Oenesis." lie no lonxer 
saw in Iheni an historicnl. account of tlie oBecta of poison, bat rather 
ibc mythical i^nilHidying of a jiliitosophical thoiinit; uainely, that 
tiic deairc for a iH-tti-.r ror^Iitioii lluiii that in which man actually Lt, 
is the source of all iIm*. evil in iIh^ world. I'hiis, in thi.^ point at 
Icafit, Kicbh'ini pn-fcmid to give up tlie bi^rory in otder to hold fa^t 
the idea, inih(Tr than to cling to tl»c hiaiory wilh tlie sacrifice of 
every moru derated concq>tion. For tlie rctt, be agreed wilh 
Paulus and others In considering tlie nitracuIou!i in the sacred his- 
twy a.t a dnitii.-n- which ncwb only to be drawn aside, in order lo 
disclose tlie pure historic fofin. 



S 7. MOIUL LVTEKPRETATION OP K*ST. 

AsiiitST these natural ex{>Ianations which tlic nid of the eiah- 
Icentb century brought lorth in rich abundance, it wn» n rcmarkaUe 
interlude to s<'c tlie uM allegorical eysicni of ilw christian fathers 
all at once i-alleil up from its grave, and revived in the form of the 
moral inleqirvlatiun of Kuiii. He, an a philosopher, did not con- 
cern himself with (Ik^ iiii^torv, an did the rationalist theologians, but 
like the (iitli(-r« of the churcb, he nought tlic idea involved in the 
history: not however con*i<l('ritig il as ihey did an absolute idcjw at 
once lln-ori'licid as well as i>mcHrjd, but regarding il only on ila 
practiiud side, n» what he ojilled l/ie mortil imjfcrfttiw. ami <wn!t«- 
({ueiilly lielonging lo the linite. He moreoi-orattributiTii these i<leaA 
wrought into ibc biblical text, not to the Divine Spirit, hut to its 
pliilo#r>j)biciil interpreters, or in a dee|»er sense, to tli« iiiorul condi* 
tioii of tlie nuthors of the book themselves. This opinion Kanlf 
bases uiwn the fiict. that in all rtdigions old and now which are 
partly comprised in sacrvd books, intelligent and well-meaning 
teachers of the people have continued lo explain tlicm, until they 
have brought their actual contents into agreement with the imircinal 
principles of morality. TIius did tlio moral phihwophers amongst 
tlie Greeks and Itomans with their fabulo«ta legends; till at ln»t 
they explained the grossest jiclj-thcii'm a.-* mere symbolicnl rcjn^ 
MiiUtions of the attributes of tlic one divine Itcing, and gave ft 

■ AllKrni. RiUrolh. I H<l. <). !IHII, und I3nkltDilg la da* A. T. 9 TtiL 8. M. t B^ 
t;sli>n iuo.-rlralI< Arr Unniim Ait M»»iii Vtraooft, iAOta SUKk, N«. TI.: Dtr Klrdxih 
hImU hat lU vinoia liAchdan Audi.iti'' <1kb ntiwn BcUtk f ^ l liifcw 
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mystknl mcnxc to the many v-icions actionB of tlwir gods, and to 
tbi> wililcst Jrvains of ilivir p(x-l9, in order to bring tl\c popuUr &illi, 
wlik-Ii it WI19 not C3[piiili<'iit to di'wtn-v, into ngi*emei»t with the dcc- 
Irim-s of morality. Tim inter JiidsiMii »iid Clirisliaiiity icself be 
thinks !uiT« K-un fomicil ujwn »iinilnr cxpUnationa, ooca.4ionaIIy 
mtK-li forced, bul nlnnyg din-ctcil to olijects undoubtedly good and 
nvoassnry for mU dil-h. Thus Ibu Mniiomcioiis gave a Hpiritnal 
meaning to the ^rrnsual dc-^criptionit of tb^-ir |ianidise, and tnii.t tho 
Hindoos, or nt li-aat the moiv cnliglitcncil pari of them, interpn^tcd 
their Votbis. In like manner, according to Kant, the Christian 
SdiptuTM of tire Old and N«w TcMtanivnl, tnu-tt \ie inlerpreipd 
throughout in a eonae nhitrb agraut with the iiniv«r.'(al pmclicol 
Inn's of a religion of pure rcuflon : and such an cxjdaimlion, cv/in 
tboagh it should, apparently or actnally, do violc^ncc to tlio text, 
which is ihr case wiln many of the biblical narrative,*, i» to lie jire 
fcrrcil to « literal one, which ci(hcr contains no morality at all or i« 
ill optitwilion to llic moral principle. For vxainplf^ t\w e-X[<n.'-jutioni> 
brcaluing i-engcancc against enemies in many of tlio pMilnis are 
made to refer to tb« deairea and passions whicli we nntst strive by 
all nKans to bring into subjection ; and the miraculous aroount in 
tlic New Tedlameiil of the descent of Jcsiia from hc9i\'en, of his 
relationship to liod, Ac,, ia taken as an iniaginntivc dwcriplion of 
the ideal of humanity well-plfrnsing to Ood. That ^udi an inter- 
pretation is possible, without even jdwaya too oHcnsivc an opposition 
to the litcr.-il sense of ihcae recorda of tlic popidar fatlh, arises ac- 
cording to Ihi; profound observations of Kant from this: that long 
lieforw the existence of these reconla. the disjiosition to a moral re- 
ligion was Uleiit in the jiunian mind; that its liret mauife^ tat ions 
wvte direcicd (o the worship of rhc Deity, and on this \-ciy account 
(pivc occasion to those pretended revelations ; still, though uninten- 
tionally, imparting even to Ihcae ticlions somewhat of uic spiritual 
chamcter ot ifacir origin. In reply to the cliaigc of dishonesty 
brooglit against his system of inteij»rctation. he thinks it a sudicjcnt 
defence to oljservc, iliat it dix-s not pretend that the sense now given 
to the sac^(^d liooks, always existed in llie iutontion of the auUiora; 
this question it sets osiik, and only claimci for itself tlic right to 
intcrpn-t them after its own fit:(hion. 

Whilst Kant in ihix maimer sought to eiluce moral thouglita 
from the biblical writings, ev<-n in their historical p.iTt, and was 
even inclincfl to constdttr llwi^f. thuughts as tiie fuiidamcntnl object 
of tl»c hislori-: on tlie one Iixtml, \u- ilcrivftd thcte ihoiigbis only 
from fainiselt and the ciiliivalion of his agG, and tliereforc could 
srMom BstHimc tlial tliey had a«-tnally been laid down by tho au- 
thors of those writings; aiid on liie other liand, and for the same 
reason, be omillod to show wliat was (lift ivlation between these 
thoughts and those sy»ilM>li<r repn-Atm la lions, and how it liapjicned 
that the one came to be cxjiro^itAed by the other. 
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UtSE OF TUE urrUICAl. MODE OF IXTKRPREnxti THE KACRKD 
HtfTOBV, IS KtriiKtSCI'. FIKST TO TllK OtM TESTA«E!tT. 

It was unpoasikle to rest satUficd vvilli iiioiks of proceeding so ', 
uitbtalorical oa the one hand, and so unphilatopliical on lUe oUter. I 
Adili>(] 10 whicb, the study ol" mythology, now lieoome lar luotft/ 
ceneral and more prolitic in its rcsulla. exerted an increasing in- 
lltieiice on the views taken of biblical hiatory. Eieltltoru had indeed 
iiuwited that all [rHniiiive bislorie.t, whetlicr Ilebruw or Pagan, 
KhouU be treated alike, but tliis equality gradually r1 Isiippeared ; for 
tliough llie niylbieal view became ntoreano tiion^ devcd^'jred in rela- 
tion to profana history, the natural mode of e\|>lniiali(>n wa.t eliU 
rigidly adhered to for the Hebrew iveonl^ All couM u»t iniiuite 
Paulus, who sought to establiiib coii!ii»Ieuey of ueatnieitt by ex- 
tending tbc same natural explanation which he ^ivc to the Bible, 
to Kiieli al«> of the (ireek ItgciuLs lu* pn-.tftiU^il nny i")inlit of re,<wii- 
bU»ee : oii llie eoiitrary, Of^iiion in j^i-iit-rul luok thi.- oj>|>0^ite course, 
and began to regard many of the bibiioid imrnitivejt as inythi. 8eiiw 
ler ioil already ttpokcn of a kind of Jewi^li itiyiholog}', and had 
evea cstllfA the hUtoiie.* of Sanixou nnd FL^lher myrhi; Kiekbom 
too luul done much to prepare the way. now fiirtiicr piintued by 
(.iablcr, Wdii-JIiiig, and others, who cAiabliiibi^d the mitJon of the 
niytlms an one of univeraal application lo aiieieoi hUior^'. sacred aa 
well n» proliine, according to the pniiciple of lleytte: .1 myiAis 
omnu prisc^rum Aoin*>tuin cum hittoria tuin jihuosuphia j>roc^ 
diL* An<i IJaner in 1820 ventured ao far aa to publish n Hebrew 
mythology ol' llxs Ohl and New Teslanient.t The i-arlie»t rceords 
of «11 nntioivt an% in ihi^ ojiinion of Haner, mythical : why should 
the writin;« of the llt-bn-w;* fonn a i<olitury exc«[)tioit? — whereas 
in point ol fiKt a vnnwry gbtiiee at their »acrcd boolu pn>ve« tluit 
they also contain mythical ulcnicnls. A namtlivc he explain*, afler ^ 
Gabler and Sjcbelling, lo be recogn liable iw inythuf, lirnt, when it 
procecils from an age in which no wridim ri-eortl* exiicted, but in 
which facts were Irangmttied throngh ibw m«dinm of Dr.il tradition 
alone; secondly, wlwn it present* im bi*loric«l ni:i;oiiiii of events 
which are cither ab»olutcIy or iwbitively Ijeyond the reaoh of ex- 
perience, such oa occurrences conneeted with die spiritual world, 
and incidents to which, fioni tli« nature of the cireuniittanceA, no 
Ofio could have been witiic»« ; or thirdly, when it deaU in the niatv 
tgIIous and is couched in symbolical buiguage. Not a few narra> 
tives of ibis dcscnplion occur in the IJiblc ; and an unwitlingne4.4 to 
regard Ihcni na niythi can arise only from a false eoneejiltoii of itie 
nature of a mythus, or of the cliaractcr of the biblical wriling». In 
the one case tnytbi arc confounded witlt fablcis |m-iiiedilaled ticlions, 
and wilful falsehoods, instead of being rucogni-o^ aa tlie necessary 
vehicle of expression for the first ctTorts uf the human mind ; in the 



• All. ApnIliMl. Alhrn. UtUiolh. dow, p. 3 t 
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Olber case it certainly docs appcnr improbaMp, (tlio notion of iitspi- 
ntion proaupposcd.) thnl (lod should fiavc admidcd the siibetituiioa 
of mvniicaJ tor actual reprcscntaliona of facts ami ides?, but a nearer 
examination of tbc eeripturcs slioirs tbat this very notion of ins{H- 
nlioit, far fiwm being any huidranre to tbc tnythicol interpretation, 
is itself of mytbieal ori^n. 

Wcgacheidcr nscribed thia creator anwillingnesa to recognise' 
mnlii in tbc early rccorda of tlic Hebrew and Cliii^lian religion 
than in the heathen religioni", [jartly to the prevailing ignorance re- 
specting tbc proi^sfl of historical and pliilosopbieal science : partly 
to a certain timidity which dares not call tibingB manifestly identical 
by the same name. At the same time ho declared it unpos^iblc to 
rescue tbc Bible from the reproaches and scoffs of its enemies ex- 
cept by tbc acknowledgment of mytiii in tbo snored writings, and 
the separation of their inherent meaning from their unbistoricnl 
form.* 
I These biblical crilica gave the following gonexal definition of tbo 
\ mylhus. It ia the representation of an event or of an idea in a 
I form wliieh is historical, but, at tbc same time cliaractcrizcd by 
I the rich ptctoria] and im^nati^o mode of thought and cxjnxrssion 
I of lite primitive ages. They also distinguished acvei-al kinds of 
mytliLt 

IftL Jfiatorieal myiAi: narratives of real events coloured by 
the light of anllquitr. which confounded the divine and tlio human, > 
tlie natural and the sujKmatural. 

2nd. Pfillosaphical mijthi: such as clollie in the garb of Iiis- 
torienl narrative a simple thought, a precept, or an idea of the time. 

3rd. Poeticiil myifd: historical and uhilosnpbic&l myllii partly 
Llcndcd together, and partly einbellislied by llie creations of tbo 
imagination, in which the original IJict or idea i.t almatt ob.icured by 
the veil which tlie fency of the j>oet has wovoii arotiiid if. 

To classify the biblical mytlii ai-cording 1o these several dis- 
tinctions LI a diificult task, since the niytlnis wliic.b is purely sym- 
bolif^l w<?ars the seinblatico of history exjuaily wllb the iiiylhu.* 
which repiv-ient.s an »<:lual ocmrrence. Tliese critics howevur laid 
don-R rules by which tlic different mytbi might be di.iliiiguii>Ii«d. 
Tbc first essential is, they imy, to lii-lcmiinc whcllier the iiarrativQ 
have a distinct object, and what that object \*. Where no objei^,^ 
for the sake of whteJi ihi; h'gcnd might havi^ beim invetilrtl, i.* di«- 
covemble. every one would pronounce (hi; inythus to be fmtoiriwl. 
But if all the principal dnnim stance of tin- narnilive eoiinir to 
symbolize a particular Imth, tliis uti<loubtciIly was the obji'.t.t of 
tlw narrative, and the niytbus \k pKitamiphieaL The blending of 
the hiaiorieal and phila-mphicid myi!iu:< is particularly to bo roctig- 
nised when we can delect in the narnilive an attempt lo derive 

* Iiutiiutlons TIhoI. Chr. Oucni. Ht, \ Amffion, Vrtygr. quo Inqulrttur Id dmt*' 
;ianaDi dc tIib Jcu Chrtitl primonllli IVintr*, dn. In I'olt') ind Kupull't iijllo^ Uooiin, 
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evenls fimn tlicir cnnscs. Id many iiuttanceji tli« exUlence of an 
liuttononl rotin<Ution is prorixl abo )>y intlcpen<lcnt tc^linion^: some- 
tinu'.') g«rtaiii pnilicubrs in the mythua are intimately connected 
with known genuine history, or bear in tlicmeclvca undenmble and 
inlicnnit cluimctcmtics of probability: eo that the critk, while he 
RJectK tin? ^sti-nuil form, may yvi retain the proimdwork as iiUto- 
ricaL The poeliad mytlius ia the moat diflicult to distin^iah, 
and RiinT ^\\i's only a negative criterion. When the nairaiivc ia 
eo woii<l<-riul on the one luind as to exclude the possibility of its 
being a detail of fncts, and when on the other it discovers no attempt 
10 diymltolixc a particular thought, it may Im: snsnectnl that the en- 
tire narnilivtt owes its birth to the imagination ot the poet. ScImJ- 
jJOg particnlarly remarks on the unnrtilicial and spontaneous OJigm 
of mytiii in gi-ncral. The unhistoricid which ia intcrwt>vcn with 
the matters of fact in the historicvil mythus is not, he oli6er\es, the 
artislicid product of design and invention. It has on the contrary 
glidi^l in of itself, as it were. En the laij^c of time and in the course 
of tran.4inis9iion. And, speaking of philosophical tuytht, ht; says: 
the sages of antiquity clotheil tlicir idojis in an hisloriwd gurlt, not 
only in ordor (o accommoihilc tlioice ideas to the ap]jn.-hi-nMton of a 
{■eo]>l<- who must W an'itkciKtil by i>eii:<i)>le inipn':'.''iuu.->, but also On 
liuur ou n ai-ioimt : tli-Iicit--iit tlii-m;4i-lvi» in di-nr atwttact ideas, and 
ill ability to give cxpn-»si»n to tlii-ir dim cuntieptiona, they aouj^t 
to illumine wliat was obscure in Ibcir n'lircscntations by means of 
scndiMe imagery." 

W'c. lia»i) ulrenjly remarkwl, tliat the natumi mode of inteqjret- 
ing the Old 'IV-fltnnicnl could ho niiiint»inc<] only so long a.t the »* 
conU were livhl to be contctnjM'rimeiius, or nejirly so, Willi the eventa 
reeoniwl. Conaxnicntly it wn« jin-ciwly those theologians, Valer, 
DcWctlc, and others who controvcricil this opiiuon, who coiiliiU- 
uterioeslablish the mvthicaJ view of the sacred histories. Vaterf 
CJcjirPtised ll»c opinion that the ]H-culiAr cliaractcr of tlic narrations 
in tlw Pentateuch could nol bo rightly understood, tinlt-^.t it were 
conceded thiit they are not the prmluction of an eye witness, bat 
are a scrie* of transniitlrd traditions. Their tmdilional orij^in be- 
ing admitted, we ccaso to feci surprised at the traces which they 
tltsoover of a subsequent age ; at nuoierical cxaggeratioiis, together 
with other inaccuincics and conlradiclioiu ; at tlie twilight wltich 
hangs wer many of the occiirreiicics ; an<I at rejiresi'ii tat ions auch 
M, that the dothes of the Israelites u-nxed not old during their 
passage through the wilderness. Vater vvcn contend.^ tliat uiitcsd 
wc ascribe a great sliare of the marvellous contained in tlie Pciita- 
teucli to tradition, we do violence to tlw origtiud Hense of the coni- 
pilcra of tbeso narratiTBa. 

* DebcT UtUmd. hiMoiiwIw Sisn) uail rbtloMfilicniB der iStrtwa WvlU In Pau- 
in lltaunbUtfii. G, Stock. IT»3. 

t M'l. die Abbaadlone Obw Himh nad 41a VMinnr *m r*nulnKh Im 3. Omd dca 
Qnnin. (lUr diD ¥a,\ S. VWX 
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Tbc natnnl mo^ <if explanation waa still more dcciJedly op- 
poecd hy Dc Wcltc ihan by Vater. HeailvwJitwl lli*- mylliu-al iii- 
teijwictation of a large pioporlinn ot' llie OIiI Tcit;!!)!!-!)! litKlorioA. 
la onicr to lost the liUloncal a^ilibility ">* « liarrativi-, he says,* 
wc muat asGcitsin titc intention (if the nurraror. If tliat iiitcniioB 
be not to satisfy the iiatiiral lliir^t tor bLttoricnl tnilli by n siinpte^ 
tuuration of fa«1ii, but rallior la delight or Umdi the feeJjiigH, or to 
illiiiitrate some ]iliiloHO|ihi(-al or rcligioii.-< truth, then lii.i narrative 
baa no jtreteniiioii lo Ui.-(ioricnl validity. ICven wlien ihfi narrator : 
coiutcioua of strictly hi-itoHral iiifontionit, ucvcrrheW.t Li.t |)oint of 
view may not be (lie historical: be may be a poetical narrator, not 
indeed subjectively, as a poot drawing iiuipiration from hini.telf^ bat 
objectively, as enTOloped by and depending on poetry exlemal to 
himself. Tbia is evidently the case wlion the narrator details aa 
bona tide matter of Eict things which are imjioasiblc and incredibl 
which are contrary not only to experience, bnt to the catabliahc-. 
laws of nature. Narmtions of this description spring out of tradi- 
tion. Tradition, says iJc Wettc. is uncntical and partial: its ten- 
dency is not iiislorical, but rather patriotic and iK»etical. And since 
the luitriolic sentiment is gratified by hU that flatters national pride, 
the more sjilciiJid, tJie more honourable, the more wonderfid tbc 
luiiTaliio, i]n- iiii>re iici'e[il:ible it is; and where tradition has Icl'i any 
blanks, itna^inHlioii nt unco steps in and tills them up. And since* 
he continncs, a gi-eat part of the historical books of tbc Old Tcal.o- 
incnt bear this stunjp, it lias liilheito been believed possible (on the 
pari of the natural inleri)retcrs) to separate the embellishuienta and 
tntnaiomiationH from the biatorical substance, and still to consider 
them avaibiblc as rcconls of fiictg. This might indeed be done, liad 
wc, besides the ni.irvelloua biblical narratives, some other purely his- 
torical account of tlic events. But tliis is not the case witli regard 
to ihc Old Testament Idstory; we arc solely dependent on those ac- 
oounta which wc cannot recognize as purely hiatoriaoL Tliey con- 
Iain no criterion by which to dUlingiiiab between the true und the 
false; Iwlli arc pnituiscuonsly blended, and set forth aa of ojual Jig- j 
nity. Aecimliiij^ to Ue Weile, the whole nntural mode of explana- 
tion is set a^ide by the [jrintiple tliut ibe only means ol' aci|naiiitaiicc 
with a history is the numitive which we piMSCss com^tmuig it, .-md 
ihnt beyond tliLi narrutive the hisioriau cannot go. In the prc»cnC 
case, this reports to ns only a sujieniatural cnurse of events, whidi 
wc must either receipt or reject: if we njcct it, we determine to 
know nothing at all alnmt it, aud arc not juslitied in allowing our- 
selves to invent a natural course of events, uf which the nainitive i* 
totally silent. It is moreover incoiminient and arhilttirj' lo refer the 
dress in whicli the eventii of the Old Tentiimeiit are clothed lo poo- 
try, and to preserve the events liieniselvc-i ai« histuricjd; niudt rather 
do the juulicnlar detaiU and the dress i» ivhicli they ajiiM-^i', con.->li- 
lule a whole belonging to the pi'ovince of puutry and niyihu.4. l-'or 
■ Kritlk do UoMiartinn U<«tiictiM, £>nl, S. 10, IT. 
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exAinpI<>, if Gocfit covenant with Abrabam be dcnifN) in the fonn ot 
Isct, wbiUl at (Im: nime tiniv it ia maintuncil that dw namlivc hud 
an historrail tmsis. — Ihat in to say, tlmt tbough no objccli^'c dirinc 
coDimutiicnltiins toik (il;uv, the occuirciicc hail a subjective rcwllty 
in Abraham';! mi ml in a ilrmm or in ii waking vision ; in other wordji, 
that a naiunJ ihi>ii;rht vtns nwakcneil iti Abraltam whteb he, in the 
spirit of IIk- Off; refrrreJ to God:— <if the naturalist who thus ren- 
sons, Dv Wcttft iij<k.t, Itow bor knows tluit such tltoug^itii nmfti in 
Ahnluini's mind? The numtlion rffers them toGo<l; iind if wcn> 
jcct the nnmition, w« know nothing «lKiut tliw*- tbou^his of Abra- 
bain, and cons«iHPiillj' cannor know ibiit tliey '"id nrwen niitundly 
in him. Awordinglo general t-sjuTii-nn-, sueli hojieji iw «re dewribt^ 
in this eiivrnant, lluil be ithoiild bei-onie tW fnthi^ of » midity 
luiliori whieh lOirinld jiottWHS ibc land of Canaan, vonld not liavo 
Mining lit 'natn rally in Atinihain*^ mind; btit it is i|tiiti- nalnnl that 
tile I^niolittu iihi-ii they had iH'^'Ome a ntinK-rouif iicopic in jmwO^ 
won of llial land, kIiouIu tiavc invf^itied ihv i-ovcnant in order lo ren- 
der Iheir ann^Ior tlluiHriuu.t. 'Hium i)i« niitund exiibination, by i(a 
own nnnalnndneitii, eii-er bringa uii back to tlio niyihieal. 

]r.\tni ICicblioni, who so cxtcniiivcly employed the natural expla- 
nation in n-ferenoe to tl»e (.>ld Tea lament, perceived ila inadniiAdibil- 
ity in ivhlioii to tlie gofipd htst<nie:8. ^\'natcver in t)i«sc narratives 
liaM a lendi'iiry to the eupematoral, be nmarks,* we ouzfat not to 
attempt to traitiifonn into a natural occurrence, because laia ia im- 
povKible witliout violence. If once an event lioa acquired a mirac- 
ulous colouringi owing to the blending togetlier of some pojnilar no- 
tion wtib tiM! occurrence, the natural fact can be diaenlangle<! only 
wlieii we [iOHoesa a second account wbidi baa not uadvj^ne llic like 
Imnffoniiation; a^ concerning tl>e death of Ilcrod Agripjia. nc have 
not oidy the narrative in the Acts, but also tliat of Jojtcphtiii.t Uut 
»iuce we. have no eucli controlling account concerning the hiiilorT of 
Jeaus, ibe critic wbo prctenda to di»covcr the natural course of tbutga 
from dcjM!ri[»lion9 of aupcmatural occurrenccsi will only weave a 
ItftAuo of indemonstrable hyi'Olbe.se^: — a considcmlion which, as 
Eicbhont ob»en'ea, at once annihilates many of tho iro-vnlled psycho- 
logical inlcT]>rela(ions of tlie Ooapcl histories. 

It ia tliia wime difference lictwccn the natural and mj-tbical 
modei) of intej-pnitation which Krug iutenda to point out, referring 
parliciihu'ly to tlic bialorica of mir&hia, wbcn be diatingulihea tho 
physical or malerial, trom the genetic or fonnat mode of e.^plaining 
iheu. l''ollowuig tlic fonner mode, according to him, the inquiry 
u: liow can tlie wondcrfid event here related liavc poLssibly taken 
place witli all U» dctaila by natural meaiia and according to nnluml 
uwat W be reoAt following the latter, tlie question is: wbcnce arose 
the narrativi! of the marvellous cvcntf The former explaina'tbo 
natiital iio^sibillily of the tiling related {llie substance of the narra- 
tive); Ine latter traces the origin of jbo csiating record (tlic form of 
• Kalnl. Id dM K. T. I, 8. toe. C f AniSquU. xU. \U. I. 
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thfl namiliTe). ICnpg coniudcrs Attempbt of the former kiitd to be 
fiuidcs*, bcciiuso tiifly prodnce interpretations yet more wonderful 
tluin iho ftict ilxelf; lisr preferable in the other mode, Btncc it leads 
to rcjtult* uliif'h tlimw liqht upon miraculous Iiistorica collectively. 
He givp« tin- |irefwi>iice- .o the cxegctiaf. because in his explanation 
■if llic text he i.* not obliged lo do viclcncc to it. but may accept it 
jJlftgCJhfT lilenill;^- as the mithor intended, even though the thing 
isLattuI be iiii|MX4fttbtc : vrbenaa the intcq>relcr, who folTowa the ida- 
teri»l or pliyaii-al exidanafiou, is driven to ingeniouB eublk-ties n-liich 
nitJiH him lone siglit of iiic original meaning of the authors, (tnd sub- 
Btttuto something ([uilc different which they itcithcr could uor would 
hare said. 

In like manner Gabler rt'Coniraen<le<I the mythical view, ns tlic 
best means of cscamrig' from the so called natunil, Imt forced cx- 

fdanation. which had become the fnshion. The iiiilural interpreter, 
ic remarks, commonly aims lo ma-'te the whole narrKllve nulurui; 
and as this can but seldom succewl, lu' allows himself the most x-io- 
lent mcjisurcs, owing to which moilem ewegesis lias been brough', 
into disrepute even amongst laymen. TIte uiythical view, on tJie 
contran'. needs no such subtleties; Etnct 'Jie grc;itcr part of a nar- 
rative ireqacnlly belongs to the in^tliienl rejireseiitalion merely, while 
the nucleus of fact, when Jiveatcd of the subsi^ueiitly added mi- 
raculous envelopments, is odcn very smnll. 

Ncitlier could llorst reconcile hiniscli' to the Mtotni.ftie mode of 
urocecding, which selected from the marvellous imrmtivc-* of the 
jtihli', aK unhistoricid, isoUtc'l incidents merely, imil iii.-u-.rled Uiitu- 
ral oiie.H in their jilaee, insleail of recognising in tlie wliolc of each 
naimtivc a religiouM moral mylhus in which a certftiii idea i» em- 
bodied. 

An anonymotw writer in IJcrt I loldt's Journal has expressed him- 
self verv decidedly apiiniit the naluml motle of e-iplnining the sa- 
cred hI.-<lorv, and in fiivour of the ni}*thicA]. The oi<.-<(^n1ial defect 
of the naturiil inlerprelation, as cxhibiteil »n its fulh-at (IcveJopineut 
by Panlus's Commentary, is, according to tlmt writer, its unhislOEi- 
eal motle of proceilure. He ohjcets: that it allows eoiyectim- to uv/- 
ply the delicieneics of the record; adopt* individual »i>ccuUtion3 as 
a subiililiiic fi)r real history; seeks by vaJn etidcHvoiir.s lo repreiient 
that AS natural which thcnamitivedc^cribcsni^snjK'malural; and last- 
ly, evaporate* all sscrcdnc^s and divinity from tlie Script ii re.*, reduc- 
ing tbeni to collentioiis of atnnsing tales no longer nicriliiig llie na.iie 
<rf liistorf. According to our author, this insufficiency of the nalu- 
nl mode of interpretation, whilst the supernaturni also is felt to be 
iinsatisfactor)', leads the mind to the mythical view, which leaves 
ihe subiitanee of the narrative iiiiaMiiiiiled ; uid instciid of venturing 
to explain Ihe details accrjils the whole, not indeed ns true liiitto:/, 
but Bit a fiaered le^nd. This view is supported by the analoc;y cS 
all Mitti]uily, poliiiuil uul religio<]i<i, since Ihe cle^CJit reserabUnca 
cxiiitx between many of tJie narrutives of tlic Old am' New Tialamcn!, 
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nn<! tW mjilii of ]trofi»i»« nnliquity. But the iiio«t convincing w- 
gumeiit U (hw: it' the mytliifiil view lie om-o Mdmiltof!, llic innu- 
merable, aixl noror otIicrwiM' to lie lukrnioiiiM-il, ili^crrpiincic:* nn<1 
chrouologicul contnuiiiUionn in llie gn*i>*I IiUtorica <IUu[i|icnr, n« il 
vtxcy at otiG stroke* 



5 V. THE UiTHICAI, MODE OP INTKRrRKTATIOS IX REFEBEXCB TO 
TIIE XKW TKKTAMKKT. 

Tors the mj-tlii«il nio<tc of intcrjiretftdon wag luloptcd not only 
in reJalion to tfae Olil 'I"c«tiinmil, but also to llw New ; not. liow- 
n-VT, witlinul il* Ijctiig Ml iioccMuirv lo justify Rich n »trp. GnUcr 
bas oI>J(k:U''1 to iIm; Ctitninciitary of I'aultis, tbut it »)nixilns too Utllr. 
to tlio uiytlii<-fil |N>iril of view, which inuAt be ailnpieil for cvrtain 
New 'rfstaiiiciit iwfTiilives. Kor many of l!ii--^e iiaTralive^ picscnt 
not only llioutc inislaken view,* of tliin-!:^ whidi mit^lit bavw licen 
' taken by eye; witue.«.ic>i, aii<I by lite rectification of ivhk'li a nntural 
course o1' events inay be made oul ; but frequently, nliio, Kd.-t; facta 
and inijH3s^ible consenaencca which no eye witness could have rc- 
latetl, and which conld onlv liave been the piwluct of tradition, and 
most iJicreforc lie nivthicallv undcratood-t 

The chief diffieufiy wKicli oppo«.-d the tianefvTcncc of the myth- 
ical point of view Irom the Old Tcatiinwnt to tin: New, was ihia : — 
it was customary to look for m^ihi in the fabulous primitive ages 
only, in which no written teconi* of events as yet existed ; whereas, 
in the time of Je^ua, the m^'thical tigb hn 1 long since passed avay. 
and writing Iiad laconic common among the Jews. Schelling had 
however conceded (at least in a note) that the term mytlii, in a more 
extended eeiise. was appropriate to those narratives whieli. though 
originating in sn age when it was usual to preserve documentary 
records, ntrc nevertheless trnnsmitt^^d by t!iu mouth of the pco])lc. 
Baodt in like manner asserted, that though ■ cunncctrd series of 
mythi. — a history which ahoold be altogether mytiiiwd,— wa< not 
to be sou"ht in the New Testament, yet there might occur in il 
sindc myths, citlii-r tranwfi-TTcd from llio Old Testament lo the New, 
or having originally siiniiig up in the latter. Thus he found, in the 
details of tlie infancy of .lesua, mucli which reouires to he regarded 
from a iiiythieal |«>int of view. As after the decease of celebrated 
]X--n<oiiages, numerous anecdotes ate cireuJatcd concerning tbcnt. 
whicli fail not to receive many and wondrous amplifications in the 
Ic^tds of a wonder-loving people ; eoi, after Jcsas had become difl- 
liriguiflhcd by his life, and yet more glwificd by his death, his early 
years, whicti had beai jmssed in obscurity, became, adorned with 
miraculous ouibelUabments. .Vnd, according to Bauer, whcnovci in 

■ Dm rrrxbii'dfn'n KtiukniihUn. In Wfli:b?u <in-l tar nlclui ittr Oiogra|ih .ftia ar- 
btiUm \taa. In BmhnliU'* ktit, Jcunial, S Bd- S. S)U IT. t K*mu- Tbo l'*uliii Com- 
mmu. ki Munca tlii«l Juanul 7, I, d. SOS t. (ISOI). { UodnJfclu MfitwU^iaL 
1. TU. EluL I X 
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till* litslory of the iufancy wc find celestial Iwinga, called bj- name 
Mtd licnrii)^ tlic human sJiapp. predicting fiilure occurrences, Ac, 
we have a riglit lo siippoac a inj-tJiuB ; and to conjecture as Jta ori- 
gin, lliat Ute yreat actions of Jeaufl bcin" rcfcmcd lo sQiwrliuman 
caiiHCi', ihis cxplaiuttlnii came to be blended with flic hiislory. On 
llic Mine HHbjwI. (ialiW" remarked lliat llie notion of ancient is 
relative ; coinjiared wilh the Mosaic religion Clirinlianity is certain- 
ly young ; but in itacll" it ia old ciioogb to allow us to rclcr the orig- 
inal hi.tlory of its founder lo ancient limea. That at tliat lime 
written documents on other subjects exisled. proves nothing, wlulat 
il cjiii b>- itiioun that for a long [icriod there was no written account 
of liie life of Je.tu.t, and particularly of bis infanev- Oral uarrativea 
were aliini- trau.-iiiiilled, anil iJiey would easilj' become tiiijied with 
tlu> uiiirrel!<iti.-<, mixed wilh Jewish ideas, and tltus grow into Iiuh 
torieul niyllii. On many other points ihcre was no trndillon, and 
here iIh;. niitiil nas IcA to its own surmiscit. Tho more scanty tlie 
hi^iorie^d diilii,' the greaicr was the scope iW conJMluro; anil M*-' 
luricjd gneji^iv and iiit'ereiices of tliLi dcHcriplioii. tiirniod in hamioiiv 
with the Jewi.ih-Clirt.-'tian tastes, may be i.alletl tlie phila-^opbleiu, 
or rather, tliv dugnialical luytlii of the early chri.->liun OosiKd. The 
uotion of the mythus, coiicludcx Gabler, lifing tlnut fhovin to be 
applicable to mnny of the narrative* of llie N<^w Tejdnineiit, why 
ebould wc not dare to cull llieni hy their right ti;inic ; why — that ix 
to tay in U-anicd discussion — avoid an CJiiiix-.'-ision wUidi eun give 
offence only to tlic iinrjudiccJ or the niisinfunucd? 

As in the Old re»liinieiit IClehhoni hud been brought over by 
tin; force of inlenial evidence from hi« earlier natural explanation, 
to the my thicid vifiw of the hislory of tlic fall ; so in ihc New Tes- 
Inment, llie satiie Ihing Imiipenwl to Ustcri in relation to the history 
of liic teniplatioii. In nn airlier work he had, following Schleior- 
machrr, considered it as a. parable spoken by Jesus but misunder- 
stood bv Ills di8cipl<;s.t Soon however he perceived ihc ditliculliea 
of this uilcrprctation ; and since both the natural and the supomat- 
Bral views of the narrative appeared to him yet more objectionable, 
be had no alternative but to adopt the mylhical. Once admit, he 
I remarks, a state of excitement, particularly of religious cxcilcnieiit, 
lamong a not unpoetical peoiile, and a short time i.-t snllicieiil to give 
an appearance of tlio u)ar%'clloiis not only lo obscmt- and concwued, 
but even to public and wclUkiionn factn. It U thinx-fon; by no 
means conceivable tliat the early Jewish Chri."! ian:<, gifted wilh tlie 
S|nTit< tliat i«, animated with religious enihuxin.->iii, a:* they were, and 
bmiliar with ibc t)ld Testanieul, should not Ii;nc been in a condi- 
tion to invent sj-nibolicul scenes such as the icinpliilion and other 
Kcw Tcsluiiicnt niyllii. I( is not howci^cr to be imagined that any 

• 111 « tilnuU. In iler Uilrt, uo.l MiKsr im K, T., Mtihrn aniunrlimfn ? In) Jour- 
aal fu ■ucii.'HOu Iht-i. lAimiist, 2, I, 8, t9 If. t I'x-hrt d/.n 'tiaUr JulmnoM, dlu 
Twfr nii-l Vinacliuiig Ctirinij, in L'tliuaoa'* n. UcDbnil't Ui«ol. Mu>li.m u. Kritikm, H, 

X s. ue a. 
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one individua] sralcd hiniBcIf at bin talile to invt-jit tlixtn oul of lii« 
own bead, and write tliom down, as he notild a jioc-iii : iMi the coti- 
traiy, tltc^ Damttivcs like all oiher Iegciid» wfxe fiuliioiicxl by tU> 
gxtx^p, by steps H-bie]i ean no longer be Irao^ : gnuliinlly ncjuirval 
consisltiicj-, and at leiigtii receivej a tixed form in our nrillCD 
Gom)da. 

We bsve seen ibat in rcfcrcnoe to the early biitlori«8 of tbc OUi 
TcAtaiDcnt, the loythical view eonld be cmbmced by lbo!<c only who 
doubted the coinpo.=iItion of lbe.*o Scripliires by eyn witneKi<eii or oon- 
temuorancooa writori". 'I'liis vnut e<iiia!ly ibo case in referciici; to 
tho New. It waH not till Kiirliliom* bcc-inie coiiviii<«d tluil only a 
elendcr t bread of iliat jmiuiiiveCioAjid bcbeved by llie AjfOHtW ran 
thioogli tbe tlirec ltr.<ir (ioAjx-lx, mid tbat even in SLtltbcw tlii:< tbrvacl 
was ontanj^kd in a itui>is of niia^io^tolic addilioiiit, ibat lie di»cunlvd 
88 anliistorieal IcgcixL*, tbe nuiny narralivejt wbidi be found perpli-x- 
ing, from all abare in iIk- bi.«tr>ry of Je.*us; for exain|il», beitidcit tbe 
Go3[)rl of rhc Infiiney, the dclait^i of tli« tomjiriiTion ; wtvend of tbe 
miraclo.4 of Jesu.* ; llio n.^irig of ibe Miintit from llieir gnivi:s at his 
cnieilixion; lIu^ ^tird nl iJic sepulchre; &c^ I*ani<:tiLarIv fince 
the opinion, that Iht- three timl (io^tjiola oi-iginatcd from oral tradi- 
tions, brcam4> tinnly (■^tablLibod.t they hnve been found to contain 
a conlbniiilly iiM^nst^ing nutnber of mytiii and mythical embeUi«b- 
tnenl.t.} On this nnoDiit tbi; iiutlieiiticity of the (!o^)>el of John, 
and coiiiteiiuvnllv its bi-'<toriiMl credibility, i.i eonlideiillv ntiiinlaiired 
by most of Ilic'tbi^logiiins of the prci^ent day: he. only who, with 
Brclsclineiilcr,!! qucxtion?! il.'; upo^tolic ci>in]>(»iiion, may eedu in (hi< 
Gosjiel nUo ii cointid(;rubIe place to the mythical vlcnicnt. 

i 10. TiiE sorros or the hytucs is its applicatios to sacked 

BISTOMES NOT CLCARLY ArrSBUEKDKIt BT TitEOUJGIAN^ 

This, indeed, did the niylliical \-iew gain application to the bib- 
lical history: still tbe notion of tbe mylhus was for n long time nc^ 
thcr clcarlv apprehended nor ainilied to a due cxienu 

Not cicany apprehended. The ehanicteri^iic wludt ha<l been 
reco^iacd aa consiiiuliug the distinction between histoncul and 
philowpbical mytbi, however just ibat distinction nnglit in itself be, 
was of a kind which easily betraycil tlie critic biick ajjnin into the 
scarcely abandoned n.tlurat explanation. Hit l.ti^k, with regnrd to 
bistorieal mytbi. w.-ui aiill to separate the natural f;ict^ — Ibo nuck-ox 
of histoncal reality — from its uidiialorical and miraculous cmb(lli)^)i- 
tncnts. An essential ditToreneo indeed existed : the natural cxpU- 
nation attributed tbe embclUsluncnts to the opinion of the actor* 
concerned, or of the narrator; the mytliical mtcrprelalion derived 

* Bcifrejc mr Eril>nin;> iltr Vn>a<liancv"'''>>''li>'T «> ''"^ Xnittluifi, 1^3, 4. lUl. 
t BUtilMg in du X. 1. 1, S. 17J n. tSX I Itixiii'lrn JiirIi Cilockr. aix-r 'lis KnU 
OchUDK nd (Ha IHihiUu ScUciiiiile dd KblUtH.-licn Evinjrriiin. f Vid. 4ax Aaliang 4tr 
StIidIx'mImio Sdirtn aber J» AbtwbMM, mul div Sv-iriin'-n voa SwRM luul Sduwdun- 
Liirgar klicr den UnpningdeKtutfikaMiilKbai Evuigi-liuin*. | India I^ImUIEui. 
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Iliom from tnulilion : but tite mode of ptoccctiiii" ""as left loo litlk 
(]rrli*mimc(). If tbc K.it ion alii* l could point out Iiietoriual mTlliI in 
tlio Hiltlc, wilbout matcriallj- cbanging hia niotlc of cxpUnntion ; so 
(be Supenialmaliat on liia jmrt felt liiniscif less oflt-ndcd by tlio ikI- 
niusion of hialorical niytlii, wbicb slill ))rcscTvcd to the sucrcd narra- 
livca a basia of fact, than by the supposition of pliilosoplik-nl iiij-llii, 
wbich seemed complctd)' to annihilalc every truce of ListorJeal 
foundation. It is not i^ur|>risiiig, tliercforc, tbat tlic inlerfireters 
wlto advocAtcd the uiyiliieul theory spoke almofit vxclui<ivcly of his- 
lOTical m^'thi ; lluit Bauer, amongst a considerable nuuilwr of mythi 
iHikh Ik cites from the Ncvr Te)itJini(.iit, finds but one pliilosojJitcai 
mylbns; and that a. mixed mode of intcqiretalion, [lartly mythicai 
ftOtt partly natural, (n nn-iilcy far more coiitrndiclury ihim the ]iufr 
itAturid cxplniialion, from llie difHailri<\t of wliirli thi-.*<; eritics i^oiidit 
to escape,) should have been nditpleiL Thn:* Iliitier* thouglil thiit 
Uc was cxpliiiiiing Jcliovab'.s iiroitn.HC to Abraham us an bi«loricid 
inylhus, wlicJi ho admitted as ilu^ fundamental tact of t!ie narmtive, 
that Ahniliimrs hoiie* of a numerouii iwdterity wi-re n-awakenod by 
the conteiiiplnlion of the !'Iiir-!<owii heaven.*. Aiir>iher theo!ogian| 
imagineil he hiul seized iho mylhti^id ]ioiijl of view, wheu, iiaviiig 
divested the niiOun<rmnit of the birth of the I{;ipti.-<t of the supci^ 
natuial, lie. still relaint-d the dumbness of Z(K;haria]i as the historical 
groundivork. In lilce mBiiner Krtig.t inmicdiately after assuring us 
thnt his intentiwi is not to ejcpbiiu ilie sidislanee of the history, (ac- 
cording to ibe natural mode,) hut to explain the origin of the narra- 
tive, (according to the mythit-ul view,) conMitiites an accidental 
^uriiey of oriental merehant.i the basis of the narrative of the visit 
of the wi^G men from the en.tt. Itut the contradiction is most glar* 
ing when ivc meet with [lalpuhle miseoneeptious i>f the true nature 
of ft mylhus in a work on the mytliology of the New Tcstamcmt, 
Slicli Its Itauera; in which for instance he admits, in the case of the 
parents of John tlic BaptLit, a marriage which had actually been 
childless during many ycjiri* ; — in which ho explains the ang^-lic ap< 
pcarance al the birth of Jesus as a nieteurie phcnunienoti ; supposes 
the occnrn-nce of thunder and lightning an<l tbc accidental desci'iit 
of a dove al his Wptism; constitutes a sfonn the groundwork of 
the Iranxliguraiion ; mid converts the angids at the lonih of the risen 
Jesus into white ^jvit-clothcs. Kiuser tdso. thougb be ci>mpliiiiis 
of tiic UDiiaturulneiw uf many of the natural exj)laiiatious, accords 
lo a very conaidcrablt- projiortion of iialiiinl explanations a place by 
tlio side of the mytliitil; letiiarking— and the remark is in itself 
just — ibal lo attempt lo explain all the ntirwdes of tlie New 
restament in one and the ^anie riuumer l^^lrays a limited and pft> 
tial compreiiciuiiou oi' llio i>uhjcct. Let it be primarily admitted 
that the ancient author intended to narrate a miracle, and the nat- 

" Gfffblcbl* in lnTlrriinrlicn S«iiciii, Tlwil L S. ISS. f In Urnki'V M>|^iin. Bwn 
Ddr*. Ilu SlOck, S, \(iS, [ Vrnucli n'-rr dla |^«e(u<lw inlet farinrllo ErklSnuigiirl drt 
n'uiiiUr. lo ilcnkt't Miu>raiD, i. 3. 1803. 
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oral rxpUnation ii in many inttlanc«»> iulini.<»ib1c Tliu ninj- l>e 
cither a phy^icnl-lii^iorical oxjilanation, ju* in tlws iinmlivt' of Ilie 
Icpcr wliosc apjiroachiii}; recovciy JejHi.* iloulilless p-rtiiiiiMl ; or it 
may he & pHvc[icil<^ical c.xplniiatinn : stJiice, in tlie c«sc of many 
sick persons, ilic fame of Jp<iu3 and fciith in liim were mainly in- 
Blnuncntitl in cflccling ihc core; sometimes inileed giwd fortune 
must be taken into tlic accouni, as where one apparenily tiead re- 
vircd in tiic pn.-»cn«c of Jcsua, and )>e became n^ar^ed aa tlie au- 
thor of tlic suildcn rc-«nimation. With respect to other ntiraelej 
Kntsirr i» of Opinion that liic mj-tliica! intcrpivlalion is lo be prefcr- 
rwi; he, bomrver, grants a much larger space to historical, (lian to 
I'ltitowphicil mylhi. lie coni-idcra most of ibc miracIcB in the Old 
■ik) New Te-ttament rcail occurrcncea tnyiliically embellislicd : snch 
w the narralivG of the piece of moner lu the tish'a mouth; and of 
the dtan^iig of water into wine: which latter Jiislory lie snppoeea 
to Iiaro originate from a friendly jest on the part of .Tcaus. Few 
only of the minii;lej arc rccoeiitsod )>y (his critic as pare poctiy em- 
bodying Jowi.-ili ideas ; as tliv mtniciiloas birth of Jcetu, and tin 
tniirdej- of tlie innocents.* 

Oattlcr in particular calls attention lo the error of trea(iii|; philo- 
aophical niytlii as if tliey were hisloricnl, and of thus winverling 
into lacls thinga Ibnt never liapjifned.t lie i* however .-w lillte diii- 
pofitcd to admit tin; cxchisive existence of {ihi!rx50|ihical, a.i of liLitor- 
i(^ inytlii in the New 'lV:<riLment, hii( aflopting n middle course, he 
deci4lci in cacii com tliiit tlte inytbus is ut tins kiml or of ibat ac- 
c<>rding to iti intrinsic character. He maintains that it h as ncce»- 
sary to gnard aj^inxt the arliifniry proce<r<lin<:r of ban<lliiig as philo- 
ftOphical a inylhii.* Ihrou^li which n fm I uiique.<iional>lv }:linimcrii, as 
it is to avoid the opiiniiile lende.ncy to cxjiliiln naturally or tustori- 
cally tliat whicli U-!iinp» pn)jH-rIy to the mylhlcal elothiiig. In other 
woras: when the deriviitioii of a myihii.t fnun a thoiiglil is easy and 
naluraL aifd when tlie allempt to cduei- from it a matter of fact and 
to give llie wonderiiil history n naliirid explanation, does violence 
to tlie sen.io or apjieiirs* ridictiloii!', we have, according to Gabler, 
certain evideiKre liiai (he mvtlni.'i i.* philosophical and not historicaL 
He remarkii in ninihi.iirtn liuit the piiilosophieal-mj-lhical inteqircta- 
lioH is bi many autc^s far less otfeiisive than the historical-niythical 
exphmiitioii.t 

Yet, notwithstanding ihU predileetion in favour of the phi!o»opb- 
ical mythus in ndation to biblical history, one is eiiT^iriscd to bnd 
that tJabh-r him.tclf was ignorant of the tnte nature both of the his- 
torical and ijt' Ihe pliilawptiic-d itiylhus. Speaking of the nij-tlio- 
logiod iiitcTjireiCRi of tlic New Testament who had preceded biin, 
be says tlmi some of tbcni, sucb as Dr. I'aulus, discover in tlie liis- 
toiy'of Jesjis historical niytbi only; whilst olhers, the anonymous 
E. F. in Hviike's MagaziDC for instance, find only pliilo»opbica) 

* lUlKt'i liOnKba TbslnGtr, I.Tbcil. f Giblo'* Journal n>T aiunii «■■ tbcolcw. 
liur»lm. IL I. 8. it. I Gabltr'* nmutn tbttdog Jounul, 1. Bd. 
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m^bL From th\a wc sec that lie confounded not onlj^ the luilunJ 
expluiAtioa with the historiciU-tii_rtlitc4tI xit^w, (for in Puulac's 
"(Jommcntair'' tbo fumicr only u wloptol,) but also historiciil with 
philoaopbica] nirtlii; Ibi- the nnilior K. F. is so cxcIusItcIv nttitclit-d 
to tbc nialoricai-inj, thical view that his cspUiuitioiis miglil ulniost 
be considered as naturalUtic. 

De Wciio Jiaa wwne very co"cut olMcrvations directed cfftudly 
against the arbiiriuy adoption citncr of tlie hiBlorical-mythical or of 
the naiui-al cxpUnation in relation to the ifosaic Iiiator}'. In refer- 
ence to tlie Aeif Tealament an anonrmoua wriler in Bcrtlioldt'a 
Critical Journal* ia tlic most decided m his condemnation of cvcrj- 
attempt to discover an biatoricnl groundwork even in the Gospel 
mythi. To liim likewise the midway path struck out by Gablcr, 
between tbo exclusive adoption of biatorical mythi on the one band 
and of phUojNjpliical mytlii on the other, appeara inapplicable ; for 
though a real occuience may in fact connlitulo the ba.iis of moat of 
the Isew Testament narratives, it may still be innwa.'iililc at the pre- 
Bent time to scitarale the element of fact from the myibical ailjiiucts 
whieli have been blended with it, ami to deteniiine how nimli may 
belong In the one and hovrraucb to the other. LVieri likewise ex- 
pressed the opuiioii that it i.i no ]oti};cr poftsible to diitcriintnale be- 
tween ihehi^loricAlaiiJ llie ^ymbolieal in the gospel mythi; no criti- 
eal kniftt howe^^ir sliarp ix iiotv able to se|iarule the one element 
from the oilier. A certain meajnm' i>i jirobahltHy re.-'jH'i-ting the 
preiiotitlcTaitce of tlic lii.tt<iricul in one lejrend, and of the symbolienl 
in anotticr, is tlie ultimate point to wliidi ciitirJ.'iui can now attain. 

Opposed liowover to tlic onesidcdncss of lliose critics who found 
it 80 easy to disengage the hisloricol contents from llie mythical 
narralnes of tlie Kerijjlurea, is llie one.4i<lodnej's of other crilicis 
who, on accotinl of the difRcully of iliii jin>po!«,''l sepanitluii, do- 
spaired of the iwasibilily of succ-i;.*!*, and wwe conactiucnlly ltd to 
handle the wliofe mass of (^osiiel niylhi as philosophical, -at least in 
so far &» lu rd!n<iui5b tlib endeavour to extract iirom ihcm a ir«iduuni 
of hi«toncal fact, Now it i^ prcciitely tbijt latter oncitidcdncss which 
hax been attributed to my cri«tici*m of the life of Jesus; conse- 
quently, Bcvcral of the rcvievera of lliis work have taken occasion 
rciieatedly to call ntlention to the van-ing proportions in which the 
bi;(toricid and the idcid in the jiagan religion and primitive hisloi'V, 
(tlM kgitimnte provijice of the mytbus.) alternate; an interchange 
with the hi«toricaI which in the cnristian primitive liisiory, presuj)- 
|)OB)ng the notion of llic niytlm« to lie admitted here, must umiues- 
tionably take plncc in u far gn-Jiter (legfce. Thus L'lliiwnn distiu- 
guiabes not only firstly 1\k ji/iUu«"/i/iicjl, and secondly the AUtot-i' 
cat myt/itu, but makes a further distinction between the latter (tluit 
ia tlie ftietoricat mi/iAue, in which there ia alwaya a prcuondcrance 
of (he fictitious,) and thirdly the mythical hiiAonj, in winch the hla- 
toiical element, though wrought into (he ideal, (orma tlie prcdorai- 
■ Builwldl'i Kilt. Jouniil, *. S. 235. 
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naring coiiatiuicnf ; wLilat fourtlilj- in Ai^toria of Mihidi the legend 
is a (oniji'jneni eU-mfiit wc Ireail ]iroi>ertv speakiiij^ iiixm lii.tlorical 
ground, since in iJieac hidtorics wft meet only willi » iiixr iaiiit cc lioo« 
of niytliical fiction. UUniann ist moreover of 0|aiiioin, lutd Ilret- 
achneiilcr and oiherx agive nilli liini, tluit indt'ix-tiiU'otly of tlic 
reptdsiou and coiifuxion uhii-h inuiti incvitalily be cati^etl by the 
*pplicaItCHt of lltC lemi mythu* lo itiat whicli Lh C)iri^tiiiii — a lertii 
Ofiginally conceived i» rolalion to a nOifjioii of a tiitiiUy different 
character — it were more suitaMc, in connoxiun wtili lite [iriniitive 
ChristiaQ rccorda, to «|icuk only of Gospel legend, {^Of^t) and tlie 
Icgcudnrj- element.* 

George on ilie contrarj- liafl recently aftemptMl not onlv mon 
aecurnti'ly to define tlie notions of ilic mythoit and of tbo legend, 
but likcn-igc lo aeutonatrate tliat the gospel narraliiefi arc mjtiiical 
rather than legendary. Speaking generaUy, wo altould say, that be 
restricts ibc Icnn vttflfni* to what bad ]>re\'ionaly been diAiinguislied 
HSDhilosopbicalinyllii: ai»d tiiat he applies tbc name U^jend lo what 
bad bitbcrio been deaoiiiinaled bisloTical mytliL He handlca the 
two notions aa liie aiiii[K)deii of caeh otbcr; and grasps them vrilh 
a precision by whicJi llie notion of Ihe niyfhns bas nnf[uedtionably 
gained. ^Vccordini^ to (.icorgc, inythua ia tlio creation of a tact out 
of an idea: fij^^riJi th« Mecing of an idea in a fact, or arising oat of it 
A people, a rflif^ion.* eoiuinunity, finds iftwif in a certain condition 
or round of iiixiiiiiiions of which the spirit, tlic idea, lives and actd 
nitbin it. lint llu^ miiid.fuUoning a natural impul.-<e, desires to 
cain a coniph'io n^(>n-«oiitiitioii of that exisiiiig condition, and to 
Know iu, origin. 'J'liis origin however is buriw in oblivion, or ta 
loo iiidi.*linctly»U«;cmibletoiwfisly i»n>«cnt fwliiifft and ideas. Con- 
sequently ail imag<> of that origin, coioni«d by liift light of existing 
idca.i, is cast ti)H>ii ib<; dark nnll of the )ia»t, wiitch image is how- 
ever but a niiij.'nilii'd rdlex of e.xiMing itifliR-nct's. 

If BHi'h Iw ibc Ti*c of ihc mtffJim, the /^ynul, on the eontrarj', 
proce»l.-« from git en £icts: rct>ruMrntc<l, itxlei^d, somelinics in an in- 
complete and iibridgcxl. »omctinH>s in an ain|ilitied form, in order to 
nuij^ifv tlic Iwrocs of the hisfor)- — hut disjoined from tlicir true 
connexion ; the points of view from whieh they stiould t)c contcm- 
phitc-d, and the idea* thev originally conlaiiied, having in the course 
of tran:(mi$«ioD wholly diaappcn red. The conseipience is, lliat new 
idea*, conceived in tbcsiiint of flu; diftV-rvinl age-s through which the 
legend \ta* \insfcd down, become 8ub«(iluted^n tlic stead of the origi- 
nal i<teai). For example, titc period of JewL«h history aubaoquont 
to thi: time of 31osc«, which waa in point of fact jier^-aded i>y a 
gradiud elevation of hIcss lo nionotheii>iii and lo a iheocmcy, ia, in 
a later legend, rcj>Tcj«iitcil in the exactly ojijiowite li^'hi. as a etat« 
of failing away from the reli^ous conMitutiou of Sb-sea. An lie* 
so unhiiitorical will infallibly UCTO and there dinlorl facts lian^mittod 
by tradition, till up hiauka in (bo history, aiid subjoin new and 

* ClbwDn, Kmciu. mdnti L. J., (a den Tbt^L StuiUcn a. Kriiikca ItSG. 3. 
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eignilicant fcjilun'J^— and then the mytbus reappears in the legend. 
It is ihc Mine w'iilt ifu! tiiylliu.t; ntop^catetl by tradilioii, it, in lite 
pfDcesa of tnuutni^ion, loses it« ulstiiH-rite character aixl crin]|)1et^ 
ncM. or becomes exoggenlcd in ili' tietuiU — ns for e-xanipiL- in llie 
matter of tiiimlM-Rt'—aiKl llieii the mylhuKonmeK under tIM^ iiiKtiencc 
of the legvnd. In «ucli u-ijte do tlieite two formattona, so eN.i<.-nliaUy 
distinct in tlicir origin, cnwi each olher and mingle logi-tlier. Now, 
if the history of the life (^ Jeans he of mythical loniiution, innit- 
much as it nnltuilii^ llie vivid impression of the or^nnal idi-a nliich 
the lii'st christian coinmniiity Iiad of their foiindi-r, thii< hii<tory, 
thougii unliiMtorical in il.'« fonn, t» nen'enlteloiiit a lailhfnl n')ircw.n- 
lalion of the idea of the Chriiil. If in^itead of this, tlie hi^lory he 
U^ndary-^f the actual cxleriial laclii are gt\-en in a di»toncd and 
often inagnilied fomi — are leproociited in a tiilse lighl and einhody 
a fidse idea, — llicii, on the oontran', the real tenor of the life of 
Jems is lost to us. i^ lluit, accoraiitg to <Jco^, the ixH-opiilion 
of the mythical element in the (lOspeU is lar Iohk pn-jiidii'uil to tlte 
true interests of the Christian I'aiih ilian tlic nxognition of tlie 1^ 
eodary element." 

With n^iMX't to our own opuiion, n-ithout tnnihling oui«elres 
kcTtt with the dogmatic sijpiitii.'tilion, we need only remnrk in this 
inlrcxluctvon, tliat we are preparMl to meet wilIi hotli h-giiid and 
niylhits in llie gf)ii(|>el hi^toty ; antl whi^n we inidcrlitke to extract 
l)i« hislorical <:^UlItenl.■• whidi may [to-^^tihly exUt in tiarnuiv(.'s recog- 
nized as mythical, we sliall he ciuoUy eaicful iieillK-r on the one p<ut 
by a rude and mcclianical separation, to plaoe ourselre* on the siinic 
ground with the nalund interpreter; nor on the other by a hypei^ 
critical refusal to rccogniite such contents where they actually csist, 
to loM sight of the history. 



f 11. THE AFPt-ICATlOS OF THE NOTION OK TJIE MITIIUS TOO 
CIBCCHSCIUBED. 

The notion of the mylhus. when first ndmitti-d hy theologians, 
was not only imperfectly apprehended, imt aUo too iiiucli limited in 
Ha application to biblical hision*. 

A» Kichliom recognised a genuine mythus only on the very 
threshold of llic OM Testament hi»iton-, anJ ihouglit himself obliged 
1o ex|)lain all that followed in a natund manner ; ox, eoiuc time later, 
other |Kirti<in« of tlie trtd Tc^tami-nt were allon-cd to be mythical, 
whilst nulhing oi" the kind nii^hl W unsfffcted in the Xcw : so. when 
the niytlui:' was once admitted iiito the New Trstamcnt. it was hero 
again lont <ietained at the threshold, namely, the historj- of the in- 
fancy of Jesua,' every farthor advance being contcsled. Amraon,t 

• OdOtga, Ujlbiw mill Hmer: Verweh tiner vlHcnaL'lijirtlii'lirn F.ntiiffkliins dlevtr 
BcgrtOb DftJ ian Variiiilliibiw* turn rhrliilk'liiu (iUulu.-ii. S. II, IF. lUK. g, t Wurk 
<lMd, { 8, ■>(• 4. lUtr, Ubm Jo^ j aj. n.ulmk. S. sni*, iT, Kfm.dlo llani.iM.hrrn 
itrmiigallKfea GocUthtc, Im Anklii,T dliiniK^ Zrituhnft t(.r 1 Ik^uI. i»:ii;, ii- S, :w. 
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llie ononymott* K. V. m Meiikc'ft Tilngaxiiu!, Usteri, anci oiIicjm main- 
taincid n niarkcLl tlutittclion between tile historical trortli of tli« nnr- 
nlivc* of tltc tiabltc life and tho^e of tite infancy of Jemi^ Tlw 
lecorcLi of the iatt<'r conM not, they contend, have been cuMitcimjio- 
nneona; for |Kiriiailar attention was not at llial tinii; dtrecti^l low- 
anU him; and it ia eiiiially manifest that iht-yeouM not liiive been 
wrilleii dnring llie la.tt three years of lii» life, mih-v tliry cmbotly 
the idea of Jems E]onfi(.-d, and not of Ji.-su« in eonfliii nml ^ufrering, 
Coniteijiiently their oomporition miLst be referred to a iieriod subso- 
({ncnt to Iii» TesaTrectioii. Ifut «t this pcriofl aiccunite dntn concoin- 
ing Ii!» rhildliood were no longer lo be obtained. The npoatlcs knew 
Uim Arvt in niimtiood. JosC]>a iras probably dead ; and Slar^*, sup- 
|)OiH»^ her to be living when tlic first and tliird gospels vvrc eom- 
posed, luul nalundly imparted an imaginative lustre lo every uicidcnt 
treacnr^ in Iht memory, whilst her cmbellishmenls were doubtless 
still further magnified in accordance wiili the Sle&sLanic ideas of 
thoHe to whom her communicaliona were made. Jluck also that is 
narmteil Lad no hisloncal foundation, but originated entirely from 
llie notions of the age, and from the Old Te.otanicnt prcdicliona — 
tliat a Wrgin should conceive — for example. Bui. sny these critics, 
cU Uiia docs not in any degree impair the eredibilily of what fol- 
lows. The object and task of tlie Evangelists was merely to give 
an accnrfttc account of the three last years of the life of Jesus ; and 
here they merit implicit conlide:ice, since they were cither tlicm- 
seirea spectators of the deiailK they record, or else had learned them 
btm lite mouth of tniiHwnrlhy eye witnc»»es. ThU bounlIaI^' line 
iMtween the credibility of the history of the public life, anil tlie 
fiibulonsDcss of tlie hi»(or}- of tlm infancy of Jesuit, became yet 
more deliniloly marked, from the circuinfttunee tlial many tlKologi- 
ans were disposed to reject the two firet duipters of Matthew and 
Luke as spurious and subsequent ailditioii*.* 

Soon, howeve-T, Kune of tlie thcologiiuui who had conceded the 
eommencenieiit of the hisloiy to the province of mylbi, perceived 
that tlic cnncluxion, tlie history of tlie ascension, must likcwiM be 
regarded aa mvlhicnLt Thus the two extremities were cut off by 
the pruning knife of criticism, whilst lite essential body of the his- 
tory, the period from the bapti^n) to the resiureeiion. remained, aa 
yet, unassailed; or in the words of the reviewer of (jreiling's Life 
of Jesus 4 the entrance to the goepti histoiywas tliro«igh the deco- 
rated portal of mythus, and the exit was Similar to it, whilst the 
intermediate space was still traversed by the crooked and toilsome 
paths of natural iiitcqircUi lions. 

In Oabler'sS writings we meet witti a somewhat more extended 
uptkadoa of the mytJiical view, lie distinguishes (and tcccntly 
Soacnkianzl has agreed with him) between the miracles viougfat 

* riiiiip. KiibiAl, Pmlrpiai. In Halllimiin, ) 3; is Lnmn, | 6. t *■ 6- Ammoii. tn 
itr DJHk : Amvow J. (V In cwlaiu liiiuria LiUka, in niom Q|«»c. Dav. * Id Doi. 
OkUi; Krit. Jaorn. *. Bd. S. StS. f Gaiatr** ntonM Owol. J«un»l, BJ. rli. 5. aus. 
1 EnrjYlopMU <kr tbcoL Wlnoitlurftai, S. 161. 
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btf Jesus and lliosc operated on him or in retain to him, inters 
]>rctiiis thv laltrr tnytliicallj* Init the former nahimUy. Sul)6«- 
qnenifi- however, we find Gablcr expressing Iiimsclf as if with tlio 
above mentionod ihcologiana he restricted Uic mylliical interpreta- 
tion to tlio miraculous narralivea of iho cliildhood of Jejius, bat tliia 
rcstriclion is in fact a limitation merely of the ndmilled diatinctJon : 
since though all the miracles connected with the early histonr of 
Jesuit were o]>crated in ixJation to liuu and not wrought by nim, 
many miraclett of tlie same character occur in the history of his 
public life. Ilaticr apjKArs to have l>ccn guided by tlio same nde 
m hi:* Hebrew tiiyl!io]o^y. He classes a.t mythical the narratives 
of the oonivptioii and birth of Jcfus of the Itii{itism. ihn traustigu- 
ration, the aiigilic apparilions in (ieth.^eiiiaiie and at the sepuliiUre: 
miraclcit m'li-cled frotii alt |)oriodH of the lifi^ of Jesus, but all o[)er- 
aled in reliitiun to him und not by him. Tlii:< enuiucratioJi, how- 
ever, doex not include all tlie iiiiruelejt of this kind. 

'l'\u: ctflcn n-fvrrwl to anilior of the (n-aliw- "Upon the. diffrnftnt 
views with whiirii and for wliicli a Iticigrapiu-r of Jcius may work," 
has t'liiK'Jivinm'd to .shciw iJiat .10 liniitt-d an ap[>lt(-alion of lli<* notion 
of lli« njytlius to llu' history of the lifV of Josus is itisuflioiwit and 
iiioon^equent. This confuwil jHiint of vi«w from wliicli the eo«pcl 
narralivi; is regarded as partly historical luwl partly niytliicarowes 
its origin, according to him, to those theologians who neither givo 
up the history, nor are able to snlisfy tl1ansl■lvl^»l with its clwir ro- 
Rults, but who think lo unilr both juirlirs by this niidillv coiirjie — 
a vain (-iidravour whirli the rigid ^upranatundist ]iroiiounccs hereti- 
cal, and the rationalint derides. The. allenipt of these reconcilers, 
remarks our author, to explain n» itilelligiljle evccylhing which is 
not ini[mssible. lays them open to all the charges «o justly brouglit 
agahnti the natural interpretation; whiUt the admission of the ex- 
istence of inylhi in the New Tejdnmeiit subjects tlicin to the direct 
Rptoacli of Ixiiiig Hiconsef|ucnl : the BcviTCJSt censure which can bo 
lunupd u]K>n a st-holnr. Hesidos, the proceeding of ihe^c Kclectius 
U most arbitrary, since they decide rcs|»ccting wliiit belongs to the 
liistoiy and what to the raythus almost entirely upon subjective 
Hiountb. 8ach distinctions are cqoally foreign to the cvangi-.lists, 
lo logical reasoning, and to historical criticism. In consistency with 
these opinions, this writer ajipliea the notion of the mythus to the 
cutin- history of ihe life of Jesus; recognizes mythi or mjihical 
enilwirudinn-nt^ in evirry portion, and ranges under tlic cntegory of 
mytlios not merely the njirnculous occurrences during the mfaticy 
of Jesus; but llmse also of liis public life; not merely mi raclea 
operated on Jesus but tljo^e wmughl by him. 

The most CJttcndeii applicJiitun of the notion of the philosophi- 
cal or dogmnliml mythus lo the Gospel histories which has yet Ijecn 
made, was published in 17!MI in tin anonj'inous work concerning 
Kcvclation and Mytl>olog)'. The writer contends llutt tlie whole lito 
of Jgsus. all tlint he shotild aud would do, lied on ideal existence in 
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the Jcwiitli mind long prior lo Lis birlli. Jesus w an individual was 
not ncttiidljr such aa nt^rording to Jewish aiitici{mtiotis he should have 
boon. Nul even that, in wlitdi nil tliv rcconU whidi rocount iila 
aclidiiK ugrce, i.t alMnluIe.l^- iiialtor of IJu:l. A {lOpulur idcn of the 
lil'ft (jf Ji-iiu.i givn* (tut of vnrioiut [iri|iiilur cuiilrilxiliun?, nnd irom 
lIiU .4<>un:o our vrriltcn OosptL-t wc-n; firiit ilerivud. A rcricwcT ob- 
jects that tlii» author appears to ruj>)m>m; a jitili siiudlvr portion -of 
tiu; Iiiittoricxl clcnieiil in tlio gi>i>|icLt than uctually exists. It would, 
he Feiii.irktt, have been wider (o lia>e btttii gnidud hy a iwhcr viiti- 
cinni of detxilii, liian by a sweeping soeirticiiwti.* 



S 12. OrpOSlTION TO TIIK MVTHICAL TIEV OF TI(E GOSPEL 
IllSroKT. 

Is Adopting the mythical jwiiit of A-iew o-i hitherto a]>[dted to 
I^iblical hisiorj', our Ihcologiana had again approxiinaled to the 
ancient allcgoricAl interpretation. For aa both the natural cx{>1aiia- 
tioiu4 of t)>c Rationadisid, and the jcatin^ expositions of tin; I)eii<i.s 
Wong to that form of opinion which, wliiUl it sacrificefi all divine 
tncanuig in the sacred record, Blill upholds its hiatorieat dtaraelcr; 
the mytliieal mode of intcqiretnliou agrees with the rtth-gorieal, in 
relinquishing the historical reality of the sacred narrati»'e--i, in oi-der 
to preserve to them an absolute inherent truth. The inylhioal and 
tlic oUegorieal view {as also tJio moral) equally allow that the hiato- 
rian apjiarently relates that which is historical, but tliey suppOde 
iuin, iiiiilor the inllucnce of a higher inspiration known or unknown 
to himiiell', lo have made nso of tliis historical somblaiicc merely as 
lite snixU of an iti^a — of a religions conccplioru The only es.4etitiat 
di.ttiiiction llierefore between these two modes of explanation Lt, 
that ocL-onhng to the allegorical this liigher intelligenoe i^ tlio im- 
mediate divine agency; according to the myltucal, it is the spirit of 
a |teo[ilc or a community. (Accordii^ to tlie moral view it L<> gen- 
endly tlie mind of tlic intcq)reier whicu soggeat the intcTprotatioii.) 
Tiiu> tlie allegorical view ailributes t!ic narrative to a BU]>cn)alUTal 
soUTWi whilst the niytliical %iew ascriljca it to that nttiural proceas 
by whicli legends are originated and developed. To which it should 
be added, tltat the allegorical interpreter (as well aa tlic moral) may 
with tjjc inont unrestrained arbitrariness separate from tlie history 
ocry thought he deems to be wortliy of God, aa coostituting its in- 
luensnt niuining: whilst tho myiliieal interpreter, on the contrary, 
in Kcurcliing oitl the ideas wbicli ant cmbodiod in the narrative, is 
coiilr(>llcd hy it'^anl to conformity with the spirit and modes of 
thought of the people and of the age. 

'i hU new view of the sacred Scriptures was opposed alike by the 
Ortliodox and by the rationalistic jwrty. From the first, whilst iho 
tnythical inlcrpretatitHt was still restricted to the primitive history 

■ la Qalikv'* oaoalinD tbratug. Juunwl, Bd. rt. 4. Stock, S- SSO. 
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of tltuOId Tvntnmciil, H«8s»on thcoriliwlox »ule, prolwleil ii)niin8t 
it. The thjw- fdllowirig conclu»iuiU ni«y be given ii."* <;orni>nsing, 
Ihwctpt iiicredtMi- l!ii.-< mnv ajipwir, the (mlmttiiiwr of tliiM IxHjk, a 
work of WHiiC ci^misaiiit; hjk>ii wliiiOi Iiowi'vit it !;< tmiiixn'.'wiiry to 
remnrk furtlxT limn ihiit lU'** wii,« hy no mi-jiii!< llic. Iii-st orlliodox 
tlieologiaii who jireteiiilnl lo coinlmt lliv inylhiciil x'n-w witli Fuch 
weapon*. He coiit<!n<Is, Int, tlmt mjihi urc to l>c umiiTstootl fign- 
mtively; no^v the wicre*! lii-ttorians iiitrn'lnl tli^ir wTitingj to Ijc 
mi<UTMtootl lilenilly: coii*c<jin-ntly lliey <!'> "ol rel«(e mvtiii. Siidly, 
MyllK>Iii£;v i:^ HOnii^ltiing IH-Hliicnixli ; the [lilile i* n cliri^tiaii iHKiic; 
COniw[ii<'iit)v it eotiliiiiM no niylliolf.'gv- 'I'lx* tliinl cuiiclnsion is 
mon; cotii|ilc-x, anil, a.* will a{i]M-Ar lifiow, Iulm nuirt; ine-iininj^. ^f, 
•ays HcM, the nuinellou!* were coiifin<'<i (o llmi«e c-arlicjit bililieol 
records of which the hiitlorical vnlicUty ix ]&fsi uTlttiii, and did tiot 
iqiipcar in any .inlMCc^iiont writing.*, flic niimctiloiu might be consid- 
ered AH a {iroitf of llio inyihind cliitriiclcr of the nnrralive; hnl ihfi 
Inarve1h>u.'< ix no h^■<s n^lnn<Unt in thv luteal aiid iindeiiiahly hi^to- 
rioal record.^ than in tlii^ more ancient; cofu4ei|iiontly il cannot be 
ngai-ded ah a crili^rioii of llio niythieiil. In tihort the mo^t hoUoT 
oalund ejc{>huintioii, ilit il hut riMuin the Hlightfitt vestige of (lie Iiift- 
torical — however eomjili-U'Iy il anniliilalctl cvo-ry higlier ineatnng, — 
W»8 preferable, in tliu eyes of liie orrhodox, (o the mylliicjd intet^ 
|mtstJon. CVrtninlv nothing eoiihl 1>e woRie th.an Eiehhorn's natu- 
ral explaniilion uf the f:dl. in cuiHidi'Hng tlie tree of knowlt'.<ijro mi 
ft {tOLKonoti--' i^hnit, he at ouec dejttroyeil liie intrin.iie valne and in- 
herent meaning of tlu; history; of tliix he afterwards liecanie fulljr 
neiuiibk-, and in Iii.-t suhseiiucnt mytldeal inter] (rotation, he recog- 
nized in the narr.ifivc the incor|)onilion of a wortiiy and elevated 
conception. Ile.-(K iiowever deelnrcl hini.ielf more ei.>nte.nt with Kich- 
Iioni's original explanAtioti. and defended it ngain.st lii.* later mythi- 
cal inlcrjiretation. So true in it that supra naturalism cling:* with 
diildJike fondness to the empty hw>k of tiistorieid seuiblance, tliougli 
void of divine sieiiifictince, nnd estimates it higher than the most 
valuable kernel diverted of its variegated covering. 

Kotnewliat later De Wcltc's bold and thorough np|ilica(Jon of the 
mythical view to the Mosaic wrilinga; his dceiuod rci nine lat ion of 
llic so-cnllcd filitorical-mythkal, or more properly speaking of the 
natural mmlc of inteqirctation; and liia strict oppositivn to the iio- 
tiou of tlic possibility of arriving at any ccrlauity respecting the 
residue of fact preserved in these writings, gave riae to much coin 
Iroversy. Some agieetl with Stcudel iii totally rejecting the mylliU 
c»l view in relation to the Bible, and in upholding the strictly his- 
torical and indeed tiipranatnral sense of the Scripturea: whilst Sleyer 
and otiiers were willing to follow the guidance of De Wctte, at lca.-il 
as fiir aa llio principles of Vatcar, wlucb pcnuitlcd the attcinpl to 
extract some, if only probable, historical data from the mylliical 

■ GcAiiiliraliniinuntc <]i>wii, wun in S\<t Ililn'i llviliiu, D. i. f., unil vw viiklScbo 
GVMliirtile ifl. lu Kiuit Bililiullii'fc tier livilii;vii Gvxliiijlitii, ii. IIil. S. Ifi'i. (L 
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inrcslident. If, sa^n TAeyvr* the mamJlonBRess and irrationality of 
many of tlic narrative^i ooiiluincil in llie Penlalpucli, (narratives 
which no one would liavo tlioiiglit of inventing.) tc^tlicr with tlie 
want of fiymm«try and connexion in llie narration, and olhor con- 
sidenlion.s permit u.<< not to iniatakc the hi^toricitl groundwork of 
the record; Knrcly, allowing ilit! cxifiiencfi of an liii^toncal Uiaia, a 
modeiit and cauliotut att<-in]>t to »eek out or at any rate to approxi- 
mate lowardK a di.iooveiy of tliat liistoricol foundation ia admissible. 
In tlie hojte of pit^jorving tliotie wlio adopted the liistoricjd mylbical 
view Iront ivlniMiiig into the inconiti^tcnciea of the natural intor- 
prclrea, ileytr laid down the following ruka, which hoH-cii-cr servo 
rather to exhibit al'redi the dilliculty of escaping this danger. 1. To 
abstract every tiling whicli ii at once recognUahle as mythical re- 
presentation as opposed to btsloricol fact; that is the extmordlnaxy, 
tbo iniraculoib, accounts of immediate divine operation, also the lo- 
ligioDS iioiiona of the narralorii in reUlion to final causes. 3. To 
proceed from tliat wliii-h is simple to iliat which la more complicated. 
Let a case be supfxifted where we liave two accounts of tnc SAm« 
erent, the one natuml, the other supcnintur.'il, as, for instance, tlic 
nthering of tlie eldere liy JIIom-s, attributed, Kutiibcrs, xt. 16., to 
uie misgeslion of Jchovau, and Exodus, xviii. 14., to the oouokI 
of Jcinro. According to this rule all divine inspiration must I>e 
subtracted from the known decisions of Noali, Ahriibam, piloses, and 
others. (Frcciicly the proceeding which met with the ctrnxurc of 
De Wclto quoted above.) 3. Aa tar as possible lo contemplate the 
fact which fonns the basLt of a narrative, in its eiinplc and gonimon 
character, ai>art froni all collateral incidents. (Tlib however, is 
goti^ too far where no basis of tact exists.) I'or example. Tlw 
»tory of tlie deluge may be reduced thus; a great iiinn<1i)tion in ^Vsia 
Aliuor, according lo the legend, deatmyod many wicked. (Here (liB 
supposed tinal cause is not abstracted.) Noah the liitlicr of Shcm. 
• devout nuin, {t/u: td^logical notion again!) saved himself by Kvriin- 
min^ Tlw exact drcunistanccs of this i»rc9crvation, the chancier 
of tlic ves.-tcl, if such there were, which saved lilm, arc left uniWlet- 
mined in order to avoid arbitrary expUnalions. Thiin, in rtfercnco 
to (he birth of Isaac, Meyer is salislicd with saying, that the wisli 
and liojje of tlie wealthy and pious Emir Abraham to IJOWSC** an heir 
by his wife Sara was fiiltillcd ujiusually late, and in the eyes of 
otlierH very utiex|iccteilly. (Hero again De Wottc's censure is quite 
applicable.) 

Ill like manner Kidiliom, in hia Introduction lo the New Testa- 
ment, dcclantd in yet stixwigi'x Icnns ht* opposition to the view ad- 
vocated by Ue Welte. tf the orthodox were displeased at having 
their historical faith disturbed by the progressive inroads of the 
ni^ihieal mode of inlcqtretatiou, the rationalisla were no le.is dia- 

• "iirya Apolif^r Act BrKhichtUrlwii Au(r»iiiun« Ji^i liinorlKhi* Bflphrr do* A.T., 
hMoilan do PcataMuctu, Im C^OMali a«C«u illi Uu> uf UukIib UnDfunc <!» Irtdara, 
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concerted to find the web of facta they liad so ingenioasly woreo 
together torn asunder, and all the art and labour exi)cn.dcd on the 
natural explanation at once declared useless. Unwillingly does Dr. 
I'aulua admit to Iiimself the presentiment tliat the reader of his 
Commentary may possibly exclaim : "Wherefore all this labour to 
give an historical explanation to- such legends f how singular thtis 
to handle niythi as history, and to attempt to render marvellous 
fictions intelligible according to the rules of causality!" Contrasted 
with the toilsomcncsa of hia natural explanation, the mythical in- 
terpretation appears to tliia theologian merely as the refiige of mental 
indolence, which, seeking the easiest method of treating the gospel 
liirftoiy, disi>osea of all that is marvellous, and all that is ditSeult 
to comprehend, under the vague term — mythus, and which, in order 
to escape the labour of disengaging llie natnral from the sujtcmatu- 
ra!, fact from opinion, carries back the whole narration into the 
caiiiei-a-ohni^'wa of ancient sacred legends." 

Still more decided was Greiling'sf expression of disapprobation, 
elicited by Knig's comnicndalion of the t/emtk — that is to say, 
mythical theory; but <'ach stroke levelled by liim at the mythical 
interpretation may Im: turned with far greater force against his own 
natural explanation. lie is of opinion that among all the attcmpta 
to explain obscure jmssagea in the New Testament, scarcely any 
can Iw; more injurious to the gomiine historical hiteiiiretation, to 
the asfcrliiiiiiiig of actual facts and their legitimate objects (that is, 
more pitjudicial to the pi-ctensions of the nalural exjionnder) tluin 
the endeavour to supply, by aid of an in\entivc imagination, the de- 
ficiencies of the historical narrative. (The inventive imagination is 
tliat of the natiind interi>rcter, whicli suggests to him collateral in- 
cidents of which there is no trace in the text. The imiiginalion of 
the mythical interpreter is not inventive; his part is merely the rec- 
ognizing and detecting of the fictitious.) According to Gn'tling 
the getielic, or mythiwd mode of explaining miraclo^, is a needless 
and arbitrary invention of the imagination. (I-ct a groping spirit of 
iniiuiry be adiled, and the nalural explanation is accurately depicted.) 
Many faetn, lie continues, which might be retaineil as such arc thus 
consigned 1o liie province of fable, or replaced by tictions the pro- 
ductiun of the intcrjireter. (Hut it Is the hhtork-al inylhieal mode 
of hiterprctation alone which substitutes sueh inventions, and this 
only in so far as it is mixed up with the natural explanation.) 
Greiling thinks that the explanation of a miracle ought not to 
change the faef, and by means of inlerjirctalion, as by sleight of 
hand, substitute one thing for anotlier; (which is done by tlie natu- 
ral ex[iIanation only,) for this is not to explain that ivbich shocks 
the reason, but merely fo deny the fact, and leave the ditBculty un- 
Bolved. (It is false to say we have a fact to explain; what immedi- 
ately lies Ijcforc ua is a statement, respecting which we have to dis- 
cover whetlicr it embody a fact or not.) According to this learned 

• ExcgrliBchM \\urA\u, 1. 1. S. 1, 71. f Greiling In llenlie"i>*lnwmn, i. 4, S. C31. IT. 
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critic the miracles wroaglil \ty Jnttu sboulJ be iiAttiniltv, or rather 
psychological] V, cxplaiiinl ; W which means nl] occasion to change, 
dip, and amplifv t)y invnilioii the recorded (acts, till at length tiiey 
become inetainoriih<H«'d iiifo lietioii, is ohriatcd — (with hoic mnch 
justice lliLi cfiisHfft iiiftv Ix- apjiltixl to llic naltirat mode of explana- 
tion has been KiifGt^ienlJy denK>n»lr»tcd.) 

Ilevdenreifli luxn tarely written a work expressly on tlie iiuul* 
niii»ibilily of llto iiiylhicjil iiilcrpictation of the historical ]KiTtiAns 
of the New 1V-i<tan]Ciil. He xeviewa the cxtcmal cndcncea conceni- 
ing the origin of (he Goriu'Is, und (imU the recognition of a mythi- 
cal element in these writinpis quite incomiwiliblc with their substan- 
tiated deriviiliyii from the A|»ojitlc8, and the disciples of the Apaitlcs. 
He aluo examines (he eiuiraeter of the gospel re presentations, and 
dcvidoii, iti r<.-fer(.-iiec to their form, that narmtivea at once ao natural 
and itimple, vo complete and exact, could he expected only from eve 
witni'Tses, or those connected witli them : and, nilb respect to (lieir 
contents, ttiat tliose rcnrcscntations nhich arc in their nature mirac- 
ulous nre so worthy ot God, that nolhin" short of an abhorreiu^e of 
miracles could occasion a doubt as to their historical trutli. Tlte 
dinne ojH'rations arc indeed generally mediate, but .iccording to 
llcydcnreich this by no means precludes the possibility of occa- 
sioned intermediate exertions of the divine energy, when rcfluisilo 
to the accompli slime nt of some particular object; and, refci-nng to 
each of the dit-iue attributes in succcaeioDt be shows that such in- 
tcn*ention in nowise contradicts any of them ; and tliat each indi- 
xHdual miracle is a peculiarly appropriate exercise of divine power. 

These, and similar objections against the mytliical interpretation 
of the gaiipcl histories, which occur in recent commentaries and in 
the numerous writings in opposition to my work on the life of ,)esus, 
will find their {*laoe and rciutalion in the following ji-'iges. 

{ i;j. TiiF. possiBiLmr op the EXiffriwcR op Mmii is the_^-ew 

TilSTAMKST OONSmEREU IS BCn'.RKSCE TO TUE EXTHKSAL 
ErtDESCES. 

The asserlion that the Bible contaimc mylhi i.^. it U true, di. 
leclly opiioscd to the convictions of tlie lielieviiig cliri.-ttian. For if 
his religious view bo circnmscribcd wJlliiri the limits of his ovra 
community, he knows no reason why the tilings ivconled in lti« 
sacred books should not litetally have taken jilacc ; no doubt ucciirj 
to him, no reflection disturba him. But, let his horixon U: »o far 
widened as to allow him to contemplate his onii religion in relation 
to other religions, and to draw a comijarison 1x;Ihx^cii ilicin. the con- 
clusion to wTiich he then comeA is that the histories rehilcil by the 
healhcni* of their deities, and by the Slussiilman of hU prophet, aro 
so many fit-lions, whilst the accounts of Gwl's actions, of Christ and 
olherCoillikc men contained in the Bible are, on the contrary, trmi. 
Bonh lit the general notion cxpresMid in the ilieological position: 
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that which distinguishes Christinnity ftx>in thu IiCathei) religions a 
this, llicj- nrt- niytliical. it is historical. 

Uitt this Tiosilion, thm stated witliout further definition nnd 
prooti is merely the product of the limit^ilion of the iiidividunl to 
that form of hclief in whicit he has been educnted, which rviidcra 
the mind incapable of embracing any but tlic afEi-mativc ^-icw in n>- 
latton to its ohii creed, any but Aic negative in reference to every 
oilier — a pi-cjudice devoid of real worth, nnd which cannot exist in 
conjunction with an exiciisive knowledge of histoiy. For let lu 
transplaul ouMolve.i antonj; other religious coinnmnitics ; the believ- 
ing Slotiamini'dan i.* of opinion that tnith is contained in the Komn 
alMie, and tliat the greater jwrtion of oiir Uible is fabulous ; the Jew 
of ihe prcsenl day, whil.it admitting the truth and divine origin of 
the Old Testament, i-cjecta the New; and. the same exclusive bo- 
lief in the tniih of theJr own creed and the falsity of every other 
was entertiiiiiiul hy the jiru tensors of inosl of the lieatheu religions 
before the |ieri<Hl of thu Syiicreliiiin. Hut whii'h coinmiinity is 
right Y Not ftU, for llii^ i.-< imjfo^t.tible, since the asdiertton of each 
exchidcR the ulhenf. ]!ut which juirticultir niie? lOadi claims for 
ititclf the Iriic faith. The prelensioii.s aiv opml; wL-it shall decidet 
The origin of l]ie >"ftvcriil n-ligioii:*? Kacli laji* rlaiin to a divine 
origin. Not only dot's tin; Chrisliiin rcliffion piiifi'.i.t to lic derived 
from itic Hon of Gud, and tiie Jewish from <_ii>(l hini)«elf, ihrotigh 
&Io»eit; the Mohnmmedun religion lutscrls ilsiJf lo In; foiinilcd by a 
jirophet inintcdiiitoly inspireil by God; in like manner the Greeks 
allrihiited the imtlilullun of their worship to the gods. 

"But in 110 olIuT religion" »l is urg('d "nre the vouchers of a 
divine origin «o uinniulvocjil ils in the Jcwsh and the Chri^ilinn. 
The (Jrcfk and Roman mythologies aro iho product of a collection 
of unauthenticated legends, whilst tlic I{ibl« history ^sn» written by 
eye witiie.^ses ; or by thoM; who^e connexion with eye witiictscs 
aQorded llH-in op]>ort unities of ascertaining the truth; nnd wiioso 
inlegrily I* too ajipitrr-nl to admit of n doubt as to ilw sincerity of > 
of their iritj;iitioua." It would most un(|Uestional)Iy l* an urgumeiit 
of di-cisivc weight iii favour of the credibility of the liibliciil history, 
couhl it indeed be shown that it was written by eye witneH»e.t, or 
even by jn-rsons nearly contemporaneous with the cwnts narrated. 
For ihotigii errors and talsc represent at tons may glidi; into the nar- 
ralioitit even of an eye witness, there is far loss probability of unin- 
tentional nji.-<taki.- (intentional deception may ea:fily Ite dclecled) tlian 
where the nnmitor is separated by a long interval from the facts he 
locordii. and is obliged to derive his materials through the medium 
of tTan.tmiiled communications. 

But Ihis alleged ocular testimony, or proximity in point of thne 
of the Micred htsiorinn.i to the events recoitlcd. Is niciK..aa*uiriplii>n, 
an iL.4.tiim])iion originating from the lilies which tlie- biblical book^ 
I)Ciir in our Cjinon. Those boiikft which dcscrilN- flic dejiarluro of 
tlie Israelites from Kg)'pt, and theh' wanderings llirough the wilder- 
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ncjw, bc.ir the nninc of Hoses, who being iheir kader would un 
doubtfUj- give a faithful history of tUese occnrrcnces, unless lie df 
)<igiied to doceive; and who, ii' hiti iiititnale cotiiicxion with lleitjr 
dc^ribed i» these books be Itisloncally Inje, was Uke^rtac emiuently 
quiditicd, by Tirtiic of such coiiii«.xio», lo imiduoe a (;n:dible history 
of Ihc <utlier pciiod». In Uke UL-iiiiirr, of tlie I'l^vei'a] accoanlfi oif 
tfw life and fate of Jcsusi, the siijiertcrijilion.-* iu4.<igii one to Maltiicw 
iind Due to John: two men wlio liaviiig \m-n eye witnesses of tbe 
{Kiblic tiiiiiialty of Jesus from its cuinmcnccmeitt lo its clooc vere 
IMiliciilarly ea|iable of giving a leiKirt of it ; and who, from llieir 
con )i lien tial intercourse with Jf.fmA nnd liiit mother, logelher witb 
that KujH-niatural aid which, iwcortlinEt to John, Jenns promised to 
hiit dUiujilejt to (eacli them and brin^itll thtrign to tlii-ir rcmembr«noe, 
uxre cnublctt to give information ot the cinrtnnKt.-inci-^ of his earlier 
ymts; of whidi Aomc details are recorded by Maltlicw. 

But tlint little reliance can be [tlitct^il on thi- lM>iidtngsof ancient 
oiiuiuj»cn)>t.><, and of sacred rticords more esiicinnlly, is evident, and 
in n'.ft-n-nce to biblical book^ hu« long sinoc bci»i {irovtHl. In the 
»0-ca]Ksl Itooks of Uoacs mention ii> nitid<; of lits death aixl burial : 
but wh') now supposes tluil thi« was niilten beforehand by Moees 
in llic fwnn of prophecy 1 Illany of tlie Psnlms bear tlie name of 
David wliich presuppose an acquaintance wttli tlic rai«crics of the 
exile; and jMrnliclions are put into the mouth of Duiivl, a Jew liv- 
ing at tlie time of the IlabyIonu>Ji captivity, wlucb could not hare 
been written before liie rctgn of Antiocliua Epiptuinc*. It a an 
iDcontrovcrlible position of modem oriticism that the titles of the 
Jtiblieal l<ook;t rci>Tvsi!nt nothing more lluui the dcs^ of thetr au- 
thor, or tlie opiiiigii of JcnHah or Christian anliijoity rcspectii^ their 
origiji ; points tliu firet of which provea nothing : and na to the aoo- 
ond every thing dt'pcn'Is u]M)n the following considontions : 1. tbe 
date of the opinion and the authority on wiiich it rests ; 2. the do- 
nee of lumnony c^tisting between this opinion and the intcrual 
duwacter of the writings in question. The first consideration in- 
cludea on exaniituition of the cxlcmal, the second of llie internal 
raoaadfl of evidence ruipccliiig tlie authenticity of the biblical booka. 
To investigate tlic internal grounds of crolibility in relation to each 
detail j^^ivcii in the Goepda, (for it is with thcui alone we ate hero 
cooccrtiird) and lo test tfio probability or impiiobabibty of llicir being 
th« pioduclton of eye witnesses, or of eomiiclciitly informed writers, 
ia iIk sole object of the present work. The exi^ruU grwnds of cvi- 
denoc may U: examined in this introduction, onlr so &r however 
a3 is nccc^aai^' in order to judge whether rltey yield a definite result, 
which may pcrhapa be iu opposition to the internal grounds of evi- 
dence : or whothcr the exlonal evidence, insulficient of itself, leaTca 
to the intcnial evidence the decitiion of tlie ijucilion. 

Wo learn trom the works of Ii maeag, of O leincns Alexsndrintis, 
and of 'r crlul lian, that at the cffd^ the second ceuturr at^cr Christ 
our four TiOcqieU were recognized by tlie ortliodox church as the 
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writing* of UwApofitlca and ihe (IUcip1e« of tlie Apo:>tle«; «ii<] were 
sepantct] from manr olhcr stuiilar produciion.'* nn (lutlicntic rocorda 
of (be life of Jesus, "fhe tirat Cio^|>el iicuordln^ to our Canon is at- 
tribolod lo 3JAttLcu-, whoiii ciiuiiiPnilcilnni')Tiglli<;1wrlvi.'A|>ostlc8; 
tl»e fbtutli to John ihc beloved di.-cijilft lyf uur I/>nI ; llic wcoiid lo 
SUrit liic interpreter of I'eter ; and lli« tliini Ii> Lvkv tlii> companion 
rf PaoL* We Iwve, bcsideii, llie authority of «irIii.T uulliors, both 
in their own iroilia and in qiiotiilioiix cilnl Ity otliors. 

It i» tirual. io rcfcrcnce to tho first Gospel to ndduec the tcstU 
taaay of t'a;|:a^ Buhoji of IIieru{>oli.-«, 8iii<l lo have been an auditor 
aMtnior^ of John, (ptobably llie prc^fliylcr) and to liarc Buffered mar- 
xjtAan under Mark Aurdiu-i. (IGl — 180.) Pnpiaa nsscrta that 
Sultbew tlie jVpOftle wrote 'T^ }^ta (ts KtfjraKu.t) Sclilviermachcr, 
^^Attuing the ineatiiDg of }^(a, Iiaa latterly understoorl it to signify 
^^Elciy a cdWlion of tlit* itaying« of Je^fua, But vrlii-n I'apiiui gpcuks 
C* )urk, lie seems to use oti ro^v tuv KvpiaKi^v Xoyliiv mmKrOai, 
dul ri ifii Toi Xpt^Of ^ /Jx^rrra ij ■npa^^ivra ypapeiv aa cnuiva- 
knt ex|rcssioQa. ^\n)encc i( &]>)M-arit thut tlie woril Auj'ja designates 
a writing comprehending the acts and f:tti> of JesuH ; and the ratbers 
of the church were juittified in uncleri4t)ui<ling (lie testintony of 
P»pMi as ni'lating to an cntin: Oo:<|)eJ.t Tliay did indeed appl^ 
ifaui iGoltnviinv dix-idodly to our fir)>t Gospel; lint llie worda of toiQ 
ApOKloUc Ikllier contain no ituch indiuilion, timl the in.tmtscript, of 
which bo apealcK, cannot he absolutely identical with our Gospel ; 
If tor, according to Ihc nlatemt'Jit ^rmi by I'npiaK, Tllatlhew ivrote in 
the IIcbrGir language; and it is it mere a»simipliou of the christian 
latbera that our Greek Mattliew ii< it translation of tltc original He- 
bfcw OiHiwI.t I'lGccpla of Jraus, and nair^-.iives conconiitig hioi, 
ooncawNiuing mune or lej(.t exactly with pas.'^ii^'s in our Mallhew, 
<io imfecd occur in the works of other of the apo»tolie tatiicra ; but 
then tfae«e works am t>ot nhoUy gimuinc. aud the quotations them- 
•elvea an either in a fonti whtuli iudtcntc« that they might have 
been derived from oral traditions ; or where thi^«e autliors refer to 
wnltcu Mourccs, tboy do not mention them n? Ix-ing directly apos- 
tolic, llany citations in the ivritings of Jusliii Martyr (who (lied 
16^ aptw with tiainaceii in our Matthew; biit lliei-e are also, mixed 
op with (hue, oluer eKincnla whicli are iidC to be found in our Gos- 
""'i> aiM) be rcfirs to tlie writings from which he dcrivea tlii^m 
If aa d:!itttrigiov(i)iaTii tuv attooriXuv, or tvafyiha, witliout 
I any anthor in porticidor. CcUu.>4,|| llie opponent of Cliristi- 
[tl;iaainent to IGO) nienlions that iho dii^i'iplca of Jc^us b:id 
ten his history, aud he idhides to our [>Teseiit Gospels whcu he 
of tii« divcigiiicc of the fkccounta resiiecling llio number of 
ieen at tlie nsturvction ; but wc find no more precise refer- 
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encc to any one Evangvltal in libi imtit)g», so far ax wit know litem 
thrDurh Origcn. 

We have th« tcsttimony of tltf. Kiinie Paptaii who ba.t tltc notice 
oonccming Slatlhew, a Ic.itiniotiy fn)in the inoiilli uf Joliii {npta- 
P&TTpof f, that Slark. who iicwirJiii^ to him was the iiiti'q>rf((T of 
Peter {fpiitptvrija Ilfrpov), wTOlv rfuwn l!n^ di.tcourva and iictioiis 
of Jc3iu> from hU rocollcetion^ of IIm'- in»tri]ctioii.t of thai A[>09l)e.* 
Ecclesiastical writers liiive Iikcn-i»c luntiimtil th«i Uii.s ]uu«agi; froin 
Pkpiaa rcfon to our socnnd Go^ijm'I, llioiigh il tloi^* not any any ttiing 
of the kuicl. ati<t in Iictidos innpjiiiciu'U- to it. I'^or our wtwnd Gos- 
pel cannot !iav« origiii»lnl from rcwlk-ctioii^of IVlcr's initlnK-tioii^ 
1. c fioin a foiircc [ie<;iiliar to it»clf, Hince it ii* vvi(h;iitly a coiiijiihi- 
tion, wliclIi«T riiaiU' fixim memory or o<ho.rwis«, from (he tir*! anil 
third C!o«jieIs.t A» litllc will the niiiArk of I'H(»ias that Mark wrote 
wilhotiL order (wO rdia) nj'iily to our Gosmd. For he cannot by 
tills oxprej«.-i()n iiifciid n tJiW vhronologicnl nrrangomrnt, i«incr ho 
ascnIicM t(i Jliirk thi- itlrtt^'t<.-»t lovf of truth, which, unitinl with the 
coii-^-iou>iic.i.'< that \k had not thr mcnnit of lixiiig dnU'-s muni have 
willdicM liim from making ihi* a(t<-mi>t. Rut a total roiiunciation 
of chronological oonnexion, nhicli Papia.t can atone ha\*e meant to 
attribute to blm, is not to be found in tlie xecond Gotipd. This 
being the case, wliat do tliotte echoes which our fbccoiid Qospei, in 
like manner as our fir^t, secin» to find in the nio»t ancient ecdi>' 
aiastical BTiIcr*, prove? 

Tliat Luke, the ooni[>aninn of P.ml, wTOfe a Ci0.i[»cl, it not at- 
tested by any auliiority of corresponding weight or antii{iiity with 
thai ofPapiaM in relation to Matthew anrl to Stark. The thtnl Go»^ 
pel however po^stCMtcsA testimony of n pwrtifulai hind in tiw "Acts 
of the Ajtoslti'j*;" not indeed autheutiuiling it M the composition of 
Luk«>, i)ul allribiiting it lo an occasional fomp/iiiiwi of tlu^ Apostlo 
Paul. Acwnhng to the proem to (he Act« and that to the (iwi>eJ 
of Luke, these two books procfciled froni the wime author or coin- 
pikr: an origin which (he«' writing* do not, in oilier resjiecta, con- 
imdict. In M-veral cliajitcrs in (he second half of t?i« Pook of the 
Acts the author, speaking of him^idf toother with Paul, makca use 
of the lir^l person i>Iunl,l and tUu* idi'iiiitics himself with the coin* 
puiion of lliat a]H>stIe. Tlie Cu't is, Iiowovcr, that many of tlie de* 
tails conevniing Paul, contaim-d in otiior porta of the book of the 
Aet.t, an? so indefinite aiul nume-llous, ana arc moroover ko oon>> 
pletety ut ^imancv wilh PaulV genuine epistles t)iat it is extremely 
dillicult to rwoncilc them with lite notion tliat tliey were written by 
a comjianion of tluit spostlc- It ii also not a little remarkable tlrnC 
the author, neither in tite introduction to tlie Acts, nor in that to 
the Caospd, alludes lo his connexion with onc of the moat distia> 

• EueU It. F. lil. 39, f ttib Is ckwlf demonftraM t? OllnUlll to hb 'KScm. 
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guixlied of llio Aposllcs, so that it is imjwssiblc not to siupeol tlutt 
tDO jvijtM}^^ in which the init«r B]x;akH of hitnnctf a« on ticlor in the 
wenc^ (l<!scribcd, bolong to a distinct mt'inoriiil liy nnothl^T hand, 
which llto autliof of the Acts has miTL'ty incoqiorntviL into hiK hi»> 
tory. Hut leaving this conjct-turc out of tlii; question, it is indvod 
po«sihl(f tiiat l!ie companion of I'aul may liavc composed liis two 
work:? nt a lime, and under circumstances, when he n*aB no longrr pro- 
loclctl h_v Apcwtolic infltienc© against the tide of tradition; and that 
Ire «!«■ no nnaon why, because he had not heard them proviously 
from this Apostle, lie xliould therefore reject thu instmctive, mid 
(according lo hia notions, which certainly would not lead him to 
shun the marvel loii.t,) crwdihle narratives derived from that source 
Now, it is asserted tliiit hecausfi tlio Itook of the Aels Icnninatca 
with ihc two yp«nt iniprisoinueiit of Paid at Rome, iherefoie this 
second work of tlie disciple of lluit aixx'ttle, must have been written 
during that lime, (63 — 65. A. n.) In-fure the decision of Paul's trial, 
and that conse^inently, tlic Gosi«tI of Liiki'., ihc earlier work of llie 
same author, could not have Ixjeii of later d»to. But, ilit; hnaking 
off of the Acta at that particidiir point might have been llu; result 
of manr other cau^e^ ; ut nil i;vcTit^ sucli testimony, standing alone, 
18 wboUy insaffick'ut to decide the lii^torial worth of the GospcL 

It were to be wished that Polycnrp, (lie died 167) who both heard 
and Etaw the Apostle John,* had Icfl us a testimony rcs])ceting him 
siniiUr to tlial of I'apias concerning Mntthcw. iSlill his silence on 
thia subject, iu the one short epistle which has come dowu to us, is 
no evidence against the amhenticity of that (.Jospcl, any more iJian 
tlio more or leas ambiguous allutiioua in several of the Apostolic la- 
tlters to the Epi^les of John arc pioots in its favour. Itut it is 
matter of surprise that Iiena-us the disciple of Polycarj), who waa 
called upon to defend this (io8])cI from the attacks of (hose wlio Jo- 
nied its composition by .John, should neither on this occasion, nor 
onco in hit difl'use work, have brought forward the weighty authority 
of his .\po8tolic master, as to this Tact. W'hctlier or not the fourth 
Qoajwl oriirinally bore the name of Jolm iviiiaiiis uiicerdiin. We 
meet wilh if lirsl among the Valenliiiiiins and the Montanists, about 
the middle of l!ie second eenlury. lis Ajiostolie origin was howe\-er 
nmnn-diat('ly afli-T) <Ieii!cd by tiie so-CiUied Alogi, wiio ascribed it to 
Ccriuthus; iiarlly because the Montainsts derired li-om it their idea 
of the Paraclete; piirlly also because it did not harmouizc witli the 
otlier Uo^pels-t I'lie earliest quotation expressly staled lo bo from 
the Go»i»e3 of John is found in Thcophilua of ,\nIioch, about the 
year 1724 How little u-ason the numerous llieologians of ihc pres- 
ent day have to boiist of the evidences in ftt\our of the fourth (ioa- 
pel, whilst they deny the not less well attested jVpocalypsc, has been 
weB icmarkeil by Tholuck. Lastly, tiiat there were two Jolins, the 
Apostle and the TR-sbyter, livmg conleniporaneously at Kphesus, 
is a circumstance wliich has not received sufficieot attention in con- 
• KuMb. U. E. V. 9X St. t U> Wtltf, tii«<tl«r. { Ad. Aatol. ii.. S3. 
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nexion wilh tlip moAt ancient tcstimoniea in favour of the tlerlvvtiMi 
from John, of the Apooalypso on tbc one Iiand, aitd of the Gospela 
utd Epistles on the other. 

Thu« thMC most ancient testimonies tell iis, firstly, llmt an 
(iposltc, or some oilier person who had been actjuainled with art 
apostle^ wrote s fio-ijicl historj*: bnl not whether it was idcjitir^l 
wrlli that which afterwards came to be circulated in the chiin-Ji under 
his name: secondly, tliat wrilinga similar to oor (iospt'Ifl were in 
existence: tml not that titey were ascribed with cerlainty lo any 
one individual apostle or compauion of an apostle. Snch i.* the iin- 
ccTfninty of theao acconnts, which after all do not reach fiirilicr back 
than the third or fourth decade of the second ccnturv. Aecordiiig 
to all the rules of probability, the Apostles wore all aoad before the 
dose of the lira! century; not excepting John, who is «aid to have 
lived till A. It. 100; concemiiig wln>>c age and death, however, many 
&bles wcitj early invented, what an am|)le scope for attributing 
to the Apostles nuknuscripLi lliev never wrotcl The Apostles, di^ 
pcrscd abroad, had died in the latter Iialf ()f tlie first ceiitmry; the 
Gospel became more widely preached throughonl the Roman empire, 
and by degrees acquired a fixed form in accordance with a particular 
ty\ic It was doiibtlcss troni t]iis omlly circulated Gospel that tlifl 
many passages agreeing ncciirately with passages in our GoapeLi, 
whidi occQT without any indication of their source in the earliest 
ecclesiastical writera, were actually derived. Before long this oral 
traditionary Gospel became deposited in different manuscripts: thU 
person or that, poasibly an apostle, furnishing the principal featurti 
of tbc histor}-. But these manuacripls were not at fir^t compiled 
according to a particular form and order, and consequently had to 
nndetgo manr revisions and re-arrangements, ot whicli wc have an 
example in tne Gospel of the Hobrews and the citations of Justin. 
It appears tliat these manuscripts did not originally bear tlie names 
of their compilers, but eiflier that of the community hy whom ihcy 
were lirst read, as the Ciosjiel of Hebrews; or that of the Apostlo 
or disciple after whose oral discourses or note« some other person 
bad composed a connected history. The latter seems to liavc been 
the OTigmal meaning attached lo the word mrd; as in the title to 
our lirst GospeL* x^othing Itowcvcr was more natural than the su]>- 
position which arosc among the c.irly cluistians. that the histories 
concerning ■Te^us which were circolalcd and used by the churches 
had been written by his immediate disciples. Hence the ascription 
«f the gospel writings generally to the apostles by Justin and by 
Cdaus ; and also of particuhir gospels to those particidar apostles 
and discijdes, whose oral discourses or written notes might uossiUy 
have formed the groundwork of a gospel manust^ripl, or who luul 

Krhaps been particularly connected with some cett.-iiit distriiit, or 
d been held in ejipecial eateem by some panicuUr communily. 
The tiodpd of the llebrcwa eoooessively received all tluw kinds of 
* Sm SAIiicnoKbM. 
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appellations ; being first called evayytJuov wrfl' 'Bflpa/ovc, nftcr tlw 
conimunily by w1im-!i it was iraJ: aomcwlial later. EvmigtUum 
Juxta duodeciin aj)DSlol<>*; and finally, teeundum M-UthcEunu 

Adiniltiiig lionever that wc do not possess tbc inuncdMtc re- 
cord of nn vyc witiie** in any wie of tnc fonr Gospels. U ia elUl 
wry i]icoinjjrt'In;ii!<il'ti', replica the objector, how in I'alcalinc itself, 
anu at a (iino whuii »o many cvc witiiC83ca yot lived, unlii-ttorical 
Icgendd ami even col Itx:t ions of tlieni sliould haw been fonned. Bui, 
in the first plaw, the fact that many snch coni])Uation9 of naTrali^'ea 
concerning the life of Jc'ili were already in general eircutation dur- 
ing tl>c litctinit; of llie Apoalles, and more e^ipecially tliat any one of 
oar gospels wa« known to an ;V{)09tle and acknowledged by him, 
caa ne^'CT be proved. With respect to inRolati^ anocdote.s it iit only 
necessary to fonn an ucenrate coneeptioii of IVcstine and of the real 
position of the eye nitiics.^i.-ji referred to, in order to uiider.-ii.-iii<l that 
the origination of lezcndji, even at so early a period, is by no means 
incomprehensible. Who infonn^ u.^ that they nti»t noee^sarlly have 
lakcn root in that jiartieular diMriet of I'alejitine where Je^iis tarried 
longest, and where his »cluul history was well known ? And wilh re- 
spect to eye witiicjfsejt, if by tluwe we are to nndcrslinid Ihe ApoKtIes, 
it ia to ascribe to them nbsoluli? ubiijuily. In rcjinwnt them ait yrvA- 
cnt here and therv, weeding out all the u:diistoriejd legt^iU coneen*- 
ing Jesus in whatov'er places they h:id chanced to spnng up and 
tlourifih. Kyc witnesses in the more extended sejisc, wha had only 
seen JeSHS occasionally and not bi^n hlit eonstnnt companions, must, 
on the contrary, have been itlrongly iHniplctl to till up their imper- 
fect knowledge of his history with niylhical represcDtntions. 

But it is inconceivable, tliey say, that such a mass of my thi should 
bavQ originated in an age so historical as that of the first Roman 
emperors. AVc must not however be misled by too comitrehenaive 
a notion of an liislorical age. The sun is not visibb at tlie satne 
instant lo every place on the same meridian at the aanie [ime of 
year; it gleams upon th<* mountain summits and the high ptuins 
before it pcnclratca the lower valloys and ilie deep ntvincs. No less 
tmc is it that the historic ago dawns not u]ion all people at the saino 
period. The people of highly civilized Ureeee, and of Rome the 
capital of tlie world, stood on an eminence which Iiad not been 
reached in Galilee and .luihen. Much rallicr m»y wc apply to this 
age an expression become (rite, among iii^lorijins, but whit'h sccma 
in the present instance willingly fgrgol len : namely, that uicrcdulity 
and supers tit] ou, sccpticl^mi and funaticiitm go hand ui haniL 

But the Jews, it is said, had long been accustomed to keep 
written records ; nay, the most Jlouri^hitig jwriod of tlicir literature 
was already past, they were no longer a ]irogreising and coiiso- 
ouently a productive people, tlw-y were a nation verging to decay. 
But the fact is, the pure nistoric idea was never developed among 
the Hebrews during tlie whole of Iheir p(^itical existence ; their lat- 
eat historical irorks, such as the Books of the Maceabccs. and even 
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the writings of- Joscphits. «rc not fVcc from miirvdloua and tuclrara- 

guit laics. ladcod no just notion of the true niituiv^ of history ia J/^ 
possible, nnthout a perception of tlic in%-ioIaLi]ily of tlic cliain of 
fiiiitc cansc^i and of iho impossibility of miraclca. This pcrcepHon 
wliicli is wanting to so tnanv Diin<.t8 of our own dsT iras still more 
dclicivnt in Palestine, and indwd tfarooghout the Roman empire 
And to a mind alill open to the leceplion of the niariellous, if it bo 
once CAiricd away by llic (tdc of religious enthusiasm, all thinga 
will appear ctodibJG, and should this enthusiasm lay hold of a yet 
wider cukIc. it will awaken a new creative vigour, even in a decayed 
people. To account for aucb an enthusiasm it ia by no mcana ne- 
cessary to presiipjM>*c tite gospel miraelea as Iho exciting cause. 
This may be touud in iJie known religious dearth of that period, a 
dearth so great tiiat the cravings of Uie miud after some religioiut 
belief excited a relisli for the most extravagant fonns of wonthip ; 
secondly in the deep icligioti* salisfaclion which was afforded by tn« 
belief in tlic rciuneetiori of the deceased itlnajah, and by the e^aen* 
tial pfinciplca of the ihnTtniie of Jeitus. 

S 14. TIIK IVSSIBttJTT OF UTTIlt IN TlIK NKW TE8TAJIEST 
OONJilDKKKD ON tKTKRXAL OKOt'MO. 

Seeixg from wliat has nlreiuly been loid that Ihc external testi- 
mony respecting the composition of our Gospel*, far from forcing 
upon Ds the conclusion tluit they proceeded from eye witnesses or 
well-informed eotitcniporarics. leaves the decision to bo delennined 
whoUy by iulcmal grounds of evidence, tliat is. by the nature of 
the dospcl narratives themselves : wc mi^t immodiatcly procee<l 
from tliia introduction to the peculiar object of the present work, 
wbicb is an examination of lluxsc narratives in detail. It may hoW" 
ever apjwar useful, before entering upon this special inquiry, lo con- 
sider the general i|iiestion, how far it is consistent with the character 
of the Cbriitian religion itiat mythi should bo found ui it, and how 
&i the general construction of tlic Gospel namti^-cs auth<mze3 us 
to treat ihem as raythi. Aliliough, indeed, if the following critical 
examijialion of the details be succcssfiil in proving the. letual^cxist- 
onco of mythi in the New Tealauicnt, this preliniinar^- tlciuonslra- 
lion of lUcir possibility becomes sui>crfluous. 

If with this view we compare the acknowledged mythical rdi^ 
tODS of antiquity with the llcorew and Christian, it ia true tlint wo 
arc struck by many differences between the sacred histories existing 
iu lliese religious forma and those in the former. Above all, it is 
commonly aUceod that the eacrcd biatotios of llie Itible are di»lin- 
giiiahcd tixHn tLe legends of the Indians, Greeks, Konian.*, &c., by 
their moral character and excellence. "In the latter, t)i« iitories of 
the battles of the gCHhi, the loves of Krishna, Jupiter, dc, contain 
much whi<-h w.ia otfeniiive lo the moral feeling even of enlightened 
heatheos, and which ij rcv<Jling to ours : wbilBt in tlio foniier, tltc 
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irliole course of llic tinmition, offers otJy wliat i» wortliy of Owl, 
instmclivi.-, anil i-nnoblinj:;.'' To this it may In; miMi-fn-il willi ro- 
pMxl to tlie Iii-atlicns, tlial llic iippwirancc of immorulity in mitnyof 
Uicir naiTtiliri.'s is merely tlic conecqiicDcv of a tub^cqiipnt miscon- 
ception of their (iriginal mrainng: luid wilb rcj^imi to tlie Old Tes- 
tament, that tlic pcifcct moral purity of its lustory \iaa bt-cn con- 
tested. Ot^en indewl, it has bcpii contested vritlioiit cowl gronnilsi 
becBOBC n due distinction is not inndc between lliut nhicli is ascribed 
to indi%'icluiil men, (who, iia they arc icpresented, are by no means 
epotletis examples of purity.) and that which is ascribed to God:" 
nevertheless it in true that wc have commands callixl diip-ino, which, 
like that lo the Israelites on their departure out of Kgypt to purloin 
vessels of g^d, arc scarcely leiw revolting to an eiiligli tinned moral 
feeling, iliaii the lliefts of the Grecian Honnes. But even admitting 
thi« ditlert'uce in the morality of the religiona lo il:* lull I'xlent, (and 
it must be admitted at lea^tt witli it^rd to the New 'r<-.<< lament,) 
atill it fiirnt.ihesi no proof of the liiMorieal eliaractcr of the Bible; 
for tliougli every nlury reUtiiig to God which is immund iit necetMiv- 
rily ticlitiou-i, even the inoRt moral in not nccc-uiarily tnio. 

" Uut that wliidi i» iiii-n-ilible and incoiiceivalilu I'gnitg the staple 
of the beatlicn fables; wliiUt in tlic bibliad history, if we only yiro- 
fluppoiw iLc unmcdintc iiilcirention of tliu Deity, there is nothing 
of tnc kind." Exactly, if tlii« be presupposed. Otherwise, wc might 
Teiy likely find the miracles in the life of Moses, Eliaa, or Jesus, 
tlie Thcophanv and Angelopliany of the Old and New Teatament, 
juEl as incredible as the fuolcs of Jupiter, IIcrctilcA, or Baccliua : 
presuppose the divinity or divine descent of these individuals, and 
thoir OCtioOB and fate become as credible as those of the biblical 
penonagCB with tJie like pi-csupposition. Yet not quite so, it may 
M returned. Vislmu appcaiiuL; in his three tirat avatars as a iisli, 
a lorloise, and a boar; natiirii devuiiring his children: Jupiler turn- 
ing hiintielf into a bull, a Awan, ifrc— -tlie.ie are iiioredibilltie.-t of 
qaitc anolhtr kind fn>m .lehovuh a{i|H'aniig to .Vbraljitiii in a human 
loTTD under the tereliinlii tree, or to Muses in tljo Imrniiig bush. 
Tliis cxtntvagnnt love of tlie inarvclhius i» liie cliaraeler of the 
heathen mythology. \ similar acctuutlion might in<1eeil Iw biitnght 
against many jMirts of the Bible, such as tlie tides of llaliiam, 
Joahua, and Samson ; but still it is hcr<^'. k-«s glaring, mid does not 
form as in the Indijin religion and in certain pnrts of the Grecian, 
tlic prevniiinc character. ^Vhat however docs tliis prove t Ouly 
that the biblical tuatory viiyhi be true, sooner than the Indian or 
! Grecian fables; not in the least that on this account it n»i«/ be true, 
and can contain nothing fictitious, 

"But the subjects of the hcatboo mythology arc for the most 



* Tlili ratav Vftut of <Jui inctloa liu li^*] Itjfi Alfxftiidnuiii to mlL-j^iKp, t\v Drlitt 
10 MvJf, *ii>I llic MnpiTniilurilitu to glrnin Ihn nirnnin;; uf irnnla ; ar wm ilimn lately liy 
Kaffniaiui iii iliii-^il.iuj; IHiii't bcbaTiaur to lbs conqaoivd AuioniM. (Chriitctcrpu 
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part Rocli, w 10 cotirinec a» Ix-forclumd itidt tbej^ arc mere iovien- 
(ioiu>: tl»uM of tliR lliMe fucli mk nt oiico to cst.-iUis]i their own 
rwilily. A IJmlinia, »n Orniu:*il, u Ju(»lcr, n*itliout doubt nCTCT 
CJcUlud ; lint tlirnj «rill ii« n Guil, ii Clirist, niui there hnvc been an 
Adam, a Ntiith, iiit Ahraluim, a 3Io»e«.'' 'Wlielher an jVi]aiD or a 
Jffoah, however, were cuch aa they are rcpicscntcHl. has already been 
donbterl, and may still be <loubtc(L Jufit so, on the oibor side, 
there may have been something hislorical about llen:nles ThcscuB, 
Achilles, and other heroes of Grecian story. Here, again, we come 
to tlic deeision that tbc biblical history migfit be true sooner than 
tlic heathen myliiologr, bat is not necessarily so. Tliis de<uaion 
howev-cr, together with the two distinctiona already made, brings 
us to an important obscrvatioo. Ilovr do the Grecian divinitiea ap- 

Cc tbemsclv-ea immediately to us as non-cxiating beings, it' not 
use ibin^ are ascribed to them which wc cannot reconcile with 
OUT idea of ute di^nct whilst the God of the Bible ia a reality to 
ua just in w> far aa he corresponds with the idea we have formed of 
him in our own minds. Besides the contradiction to our notion of 
tlic divine involved in iho plurality of heathen goda, and tbe inti- 
inaio description of ibcir motiiTs and actions, wo arc at once re- 
volted to find that the goda thcmselvoa have a historj-; that they 
are bom, grow up, marrj', have children, work out tlieir purposes, 
suflcr dirtieuliicfl and wenrines*. conquer and arc con<iuered. It is 
irrecoiieileable with our idea of the ^Vhsoluto to aupposo it subjected 
to tinie and change, to opposition and suffering; ana therefore where 
wc meet with a narrative in which these are attributed to a divine 
bcini^, by tJii» test we recognize it as unhistorieal or nivlIiicaL 

it is in thiK 9cn!cc that the Bible, and even ttie OIa Testament, 
is said to contain no mvllu, Tbe story of tbe creation wtib it« 
eucccAsion of eJich day's labour ending in a re.it after the ooiii|iletion 
of titc task ; the cxpreaaion often recurring in li»e farlfwT counw of 
the narrative, God repented of Itaviiiff done ho and so ; — tlicte aiul 
similar reprc^ciilatiotis cannot indeed be entirely vindiealcd from 
the L-liargc of making tinito the nulure of tbe Deity, and this is the 
ground which tiajc been taken by mythical interpreters of the history 
of the creation. And in every oilier instance where God is »aid to 
reveal himself exclusively at any defiinite place or lime, In- eeJcstial 
npparittou, or by miructo wrought immediately by himself^ it is lo 
be ])rcsunjcil liiat the Deity lias become finite and descended to 
humim mwles of oiteration. it may however be said in grncnJ, 
that in (lie Old Testament the divine nature doca not appear to be 
esscmially -iflected by tbc t<-iiiiK>ni] cliaracler of its operation, but 
that the temporal shows itst-lf rather as a mere fonn, an unavoid- 
able appearance, arising out of tlw novcssary limitation of htmtan, 
and especially of uncultivated powers of representation. It is ol^ 
T>ou9 to every one, that there is something qnitc different in tlic 
Old Testament decLamtions, that God nuulc an alliance with Noah, 
and Abraliam, led bis people out of Bgn''' P^^'^ xhKm hiws, brought 
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thcia inlo llio promUod laud, raised up for thorn judges, kings, 
and proplicia, and jmniahod them at la,it for llieir disobedience by 
exiJe; — from ific talcs concerning .TufHler, tltat lie wm born of 
Kfaea in Crete:, and liiddcn from liiit fallicr Satiu-n in a cave ; tliat 
afterwards he roade wur u|>oii Uin father, fr^'ed the Uranid&t, and 
irith tJtcir help and that of die lightiiiiig with which thev fiiniished 
bim, overcame (he rebdliou--< I'tljui.t, and nt Ltst divided the worhl 
amongat his brothers and dilhlrxTii. The fAsentbl diil<-rcni% Ite* 
tvreeu-the two i«prc:teniations i«, lliat in tbi! Inlter, the IJtnly him- 
self U llie ftulyetU of progression, boiximox aiiothi-r bfnri;; nt llie cud 
of Iho ptv>ciei» from what he was at the bcginnin". somctliing being 
elfocled in hiniiicif and for his own .s;ike: vrhiUt in tbu ibnner, 
cliange liikcji placi? only on the side of llie worhi; God remoiiis 
fixed in his own idi-nlity u» iho I AM, and the t^-mpwnil is only a 
superficinl rt^liedion cast back upon his acting cncrgj- by tliat eourso 
of mnndiine events which he both originated and guides. In the 
beailK-ii mythology the goda have a history: in tlie Old Tefltnincnt, 

I God himself h.is none, but only his people: luid if the [jropcr nieaii- 

1 iiig of mythology be the history of gods, thco the Hebrew religion 

vbas no mythology, 

' From tJic Ifcbrew religion, this rccognilion of the divuic unity 
snd inmrntubiliiy was transmitted to the Christian, The birth, 
growth, miracles sufferings, death, and resurrection of Cliriat, are 
circumstances boh)nging to the destiny of the Mosisiah, abo\-e which 
God rcmuns onaficcted in his own changelcas identity. The New 
Testament therefore knows nettling of mytliology in the aboic sense, 
The stale of the (lueslioii is however somewhat changed from tliat 
which it assumed ui tlie Old Testament : for Jesus is called the Son 
of God, not merely in tliis ^aine sense as kings under the theocracy 
were so called, but as actually bc^lten by the divine spirit, or from 
the incarnation in his [lerson of tlie divine Aoyof. Inasmuch as he 
is one with the Kalho-r, and in bini the whole fullness of the god- 
head dwells bodily, hi- is more than Moses. The ai-tiotis and sunetv 
inga of such a being are not cxtenml to tiie Deity : though we are 
not allowed to sup|ios« a tket^schitic union with tlie divine nature, 
yet still, even in the New Testament, and more in tin! later doctrine 
of tJie Church, it is a divine being that lieru lives antl suffers, and 
what befals Inni Ilts un absolute worth and signiliciincc. Tiius a> 
cording to till; above accepted notion of the mythiis, the New 'I'i;sta- 
ment has more of u mythical character than tlic Old. But to call 
the history of Jc^us mvthical in this sense, i^ as unitnportuiit with 
n^anl to the historical (question as it is unexceptionuble; for the 
idea of God ts in no way opposed to such an intervention in huinau 
afliiirs UA <toes not affect his own immutability ; so that as far us 
regards this point, the gospel history, notwithatanding its myliii- 
Cfll dosignation, might be at tlio same time throughout liistorioiUy 
true. 

Admitting that the biblical Iilstory does not cqmdiy with the 
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icn mj-lhology olTeinl our idea of Dcily, ami tlmt coiuoancntlr 

it is not ill like inuiner chiitncterizvd hy tlii« mark of tlic luibiston- 
cal, howvvci far it be from bearing nnj gunmntcc of being Iiiaton- 
cal. — vc nrc ni«l br tbu furllivr titu^tton vrbctlier it be not Icsa 
Accordant nitli our idvn of tlie world, nnd wIic;|Ii<.t such diacordancjr 
ma^- not furnish n tv^t of its nnhislorical nature. 

In tltc «ncicnt world, t)int is. in tiio cast, the rcligioua tendency 
waa so j>TicpondcTatiii", nud the knowlcd^ of nature so limited, tl»at 
the law of connexion Dctirccn eartlJjr finite beinga was very loosely 
Horded. At every link tlicro waa a diajiosilion to epnng into tlie 
Inliniic, and to boc God &3 the immediate cause of every cliange in 
nature or the human mind. In this mental condition (he biblical 
hi*torj' was wriiten. Not that God is here ropreaontcd as doing all 
uh) oyery thing himself: — a notion which, from the manifold direct 
evidence of the fundamental connexion bclwecii linitc thingii, ivould 
lie iinjMMiiible to any reasonable ininii :~^but tlien: i)revaiU in the 
biblicid wrllcnt a really disposition to di-rive all Ihin^ di>vrn lo tite 
minute.''! dc^tails, as soon a.* lliey a^ipeiir ]uirltciiUrIy inUKirtnnl, int* 
modialely from Ood. He it in who gives the rain and .luiuthine; 
ho fpniin the ea.il nind and the slonti ; Iw dis|icn.4es war, famine, 
pi2stilence : lie hardenii hearts and suflcns Iheni ; sugj^'sls tlioujilitit 
nnd rcAolutions. And this Ls uarticuLttly lite cu^e with regard to 
his chos«n instrumenta and beloved i)eo)ilc. In the lu^toty of the 
Linudites we find trace:* of hi4 inimediale agency at evety j»lep: 
ihrouch Slosw, t^lia», Jexax, he perfonus tiling.'* ivhicli never would 
havK Tiaj)[iene<l in tlus ordinary course of nature^ 

Our modcni world, on the coulrary, after many centuries of 
tedious research, has attained a voiirieliou, that all things are linked 
together by n chain of causes and effects, which sutren no inter- 
niplion. It is true that itingh; liicts and groups of facts, with thiur 
conditions nnd ]iroccs»»i of change, arc not eo c!r-uiii scribed n^ to 
bo nnsusocpliblc of cxlenud influence ; for the action of one exist- 
ence or kingtloni in nature intrenches on that of another: humao 
6rocdom controls natural development, and nuilerial liiws react on 
human Ircedom, Xcverthelcss llic totality of liiiilc things fonos a I 
vast circle, which, except that it owes its extstimce and laws to B I 
aujierior power, suffers no intrusion Iron) nnlhouL This conYiction I 
is 80 much a liahit of thought with tl»c modem world, tlmt in actual 
life, the belief in a supernatural manifestation, an immediate divine 
agency, is at once attributed to ignorance or imposture. It has 
been carried to the extreme in that modem explanation, wliieb, in 
a spirit exactly opposed to that of the Bible, has either totally i»- | 
moved tlio divine eaiisation. or lias so far rcslriclcd it that it is im- | 
mediate in the act of creation alone, but luediale from tliat point | 
onwatxU ; — i. c. God operates on the world oidy in so tar as ho 
gave lo it tlib llxed direction at the creation. I'rom this point of 
view, at which nature and luslory ap])car aa a compact tissue of 
finite causes and eflccta, it was inipo^iblc to regard the naiatires 
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of the Hiblu, in uliicli Uii.'i ti^mic ix lirokcn \*y innamenblc instnoctis 
of (ItTinc! inlf^rferonne, a.5 liUlorinil. 

It iiini«t Im' coiifi"*!";!! on iicnnT invvifligiition, that lliis tnodmi 
cx]>liiiiiilii.iii, nlllioiij^li it iloci! iiul (.'.\ju;l)y lU-iiy tijc cxietcncc of Gocia 
TCt |Mils iisidr llip iilwi of him, m» tlic ancioiil view ditl llic idea of 
ilic world. For tl«» ts, uit it bus been oflPn lUid well i-eiuarkcd, no 
longw a God and Creator, but a qjcro finite Arti»t, who acta Imnic- 
dintc-ly ujmmi liis worii oidy dariiig its firrt prodjicfion. and then 
l^vM jt 1o il^.-If; wlio bccJonicB cxcl«3c<l willi Ui^ lull i-iiprj^y from 
flOCpfiitrniW sphere of existence. It h»a fhcrcfore het-u attfni)it«d 
to unite the two views so as to maintain for tins world it.« law of 
DCfiuenee, and for God liis unhmitcd action, itii<l by tlii.^ incAii^ to 
preserve tlie trutli of flic biblical history. Accortliiig to thin view, 
the world is supjmsi^I to move in obedience to the hiw of consecutive 
causes and etlects bound up with its constitution, itnd Go<l to act 
upon il only mediately: but in single instances, where he finds it 
ncccBsar}' for parlicular objects, ho is not held to be restricted from 
entering into iho courae of human changes inimcdiately. This is 
the view of pipdi^ pHpi^nflt iiralism ;• evidently a vain attempt to 
reconcile two opposite views, since it contains the faults of both, 
and adds a new one in the contradiction between the tivo ill-assorted 
principles. J"or here the coii»ec>itivewcss of nature and liisiory is 
broken tliroiigh a» in tlie ancient hiblical view; and the aclion of 
God hniitcJ as in tlic contrary nystem. The pro|>o3ilion that (iod 
works sometimes mediately, sometimes immediately, U|>on the world, 
introduces u changcablcness, and thcicforo a temporal element, into 
tln! nature of liis action, which brings it under tlie same condemna- 
tion as both the other sv.stems ; tliat, namely, of diatiiijcuishing the 
nuiintaimng power, in llie one ease from individual instances of tlie 
divine agency, and in the other ftora the act of ereatioii.t 

Since then our ides of Goi rcfpiirc^ an iinmetltate, and our iJeA 
of the world a medialo divine opcnition ; niid «ince tlic idea of com- 
bination of the two s{»ccic^ of action iu iniidini.-<.->IbIe : — uotliing ny 
niaina for ua but to regard tlietii linth iis so iiccmiineiitly and immov- 
ably anilcd, tliut the OJM^^alioll of Gud on ihc world eoiitindcs for 
ever and eveiy where IwofoliI, both irntneilintc and mediate; wliicli 
comert juat to tiiiK, lliiit it is neither of the two, or this distinction 
loses il« value. To explain more closely: if wc proceed from the 
idea of Gotl, from which arose the demand for his immediate opera- 
tion, tlieii the noi'ld is to be regarded in relation to him a§ aWhole: 

* n«j-dcnrel(b. ObfT die rnnlUftlgkffll, s. •■ t. 1. Htfldi. Coinpan •''tfrc. ittxitr. 
cbrtsL j tl^ IT. f If till Su)]ninainral >ii-w i'nnlain» a lhrolaKi<«1 riiiilnidii'li»n. «> ilw 
mvr 4vungrlif*l thonlu^v, i>liii-li ivl<^-iii> iIa*.']/ faJhi'iVh^i (t-r ilIhiw llm uUi ■iigininuhirAL 
vie*, tiintAtiiA a [ii|:id1 tDiilrailH'lJ"!!. Tv t^y ihsi Gi"t bcln noiy mi'^iinii'lj iijiqii tho 
■Drill «» 111" i!''iH'i«l tuli', l.ut mnii-iiinf», l>y «t»y of I'xcrptinn. iiumwlliitcly, — hsi wino 
mcMilu^ Iliuucli prrhHiiK iii>( ■ niflr our. but la wy thai Go-l ■cU alvsy* iiiimi;dliii(>ly 
40 tbt wotlil. I>iii in Foirit^ fBH* more purll^ulafty Liiiuii^lUffly, — it B Ant conlrfliliciion 
Id lUtK. On iliv'prlncljile *t tlie liuioincnoe or ImfncrlUli: B|-«ify of Goil in (iw wucld, 
U tihieli Hie niK cv&pgilifal ibuology U;* tUSm, tho Idea of tho nilrncDluiu i> liiijioniMi>, 
Camp, my SlnulKclirinaa, I, i,S. Kt 
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on the contraiy. if wt proceed from the idea, of the finite, ihc world 
is n congener of i)cpara(e parlti, aiid li«iicc h&.<i ariiu;n titi^ demand 
for a merely incdtatc agency of God : — sn Ihal we must siij — God 
ncis u]>on the world sa a W tiole iinniediiilely, 1>ul on emh jKtrt only 
bjr means of liis action on eveiy otlifir part, lliat is to luiy, hy tho 
Uw8 of natmc" 

This view bringx lui to the umim coikIujeiou willi regard to the 
faistorical value of the ltil>1« as ttiv one alwve con<tiden-d. 'Die niii^ 
aclcs wliieli <.iod wroiiglil for ni)d Iiy Mom^ti and Joxi:', do not pro- 
ceed from his inimedi.tle o|>i-n»tiou on theWIiole, Inii j>ri!auppo8c an 
immediate action tu [wtrlicuhir cnscx, which is a conlradictton to Iho . 
type of llie divine agnitcy vre hai-c jiiat gi\Tn. Tiic supratMtantlisIs 
)i>decd i-Jaiin im e.^ccplion from thia type on hchalf of the hihlieal 
hUtofy; a presupposition which is inadmissible ftoin our point of 
vicw.t acconling to whkh the same laws, rdlliough varied by variotu 
circuinMtutice^ nrc eumicmc in cvciy sphere of Ining and action, and 
ibeiT-forv every narrative which offends flgaiiisl these lavre, is to bo 
roucvpiizcd ns »o far unliistorical. 

The rc«u]t, tlH-n, however surprising, of a general exaniiuation ' 
of llu; biblical history, ts that the Hebrew and Chrii<linn religions, 
like uU oiIk-ts, have tlieir mytlij. And thia n-«ult ix contimiwl, if 
we consider the inherent nntnrc of religion, what e^Hcnlinlly belongs 
1o it and thcrdorc must be common to all religions, and what on the 
other hand is peculiar and may differ in each. If religion be defined 
as the jx'rccption of tmfh, not in the form of an idea, which is tltoy 
jihiloMiphic perception, Lut invcstc<I with imagery; it is easy to 8co 
that the myiliicaf clement can be wanting only when religion either 
fiJls slion of, or goea beyond, its pocoliar [woviucc, and iliat in tlio 
proper religious s^ihere it niuitt necessarily exist. 

It ia only antongft tho lowest and most barbarous people, such 
aa the Eaquimaux, lliat we find religion not yet taahioncd into an 
objective form, but Mill confined to a subjoctivc feeling. Thcv 
luiow nothing of god.i, of auiHirior tipinia and powers, and tlicir 
wliolc piely ci>n.->ictts in an undefined sentiment excitcvl by the hnr- 
ricane, ihe ecliiae, or (he magician. As it progrc^cs however, ihn 
religious principle loscjt more and more of this indefinitcncss, and 
ceasing to be subjective, becomes objective In the sun, moon, 
mountains, animals, and other objects of the sensible world, higher 
powers are discovered and levered ; and in proporlioa as tho a^^li- 

■ la tU«Ti(« aHHilUU; Riincidii Wi-BK-buJrr, luitit. tliMl.d«Kn. f IS; Do Walter 
biU. Doga^ Vntl iHMlmn ; i t><lilrl<iniiai-hvr, tiUutmil. { <i> f. j Utibnatli", t>neiB. { 
too K Comp. GooTKiv 8. '9 t. f T« * rrmloiD trtan Ihi* prruipimuiiuo w« bv daiia 
la tbe fblkmlng wntfc; In [he unw team u ■ tUta mJl^t ta caOid (naftna pnwppod* 
lloo vImt* i^ prIvlUci* of lUUoa, ie., irtrv of no aoMunt. Suck a MaH tMttti bu 
miD pcnuiiiwHiiim, ilut of (be natural (qualii^ of tudlbou; and dmUarljr d« «■ uka 
for i.TDiii.il Ihn niual anmaliililj tolaw orallenuu: bni tbli la IMMtf as afflmutlTa 
furm or ripRMun for cmr (anut i»K*l<<)n. Ual (« c3alm *n tba UUical IdMorj apNtll 
lam t>l III mm, u an afllnnaliTt pnimtitluii, slilcfa, accofdins la tta «ilitl>U>hoil rnle^ t* 
Uiat vhii'b m)uln« proof, and not oar lUnUl of U, wbuJi ii »u^y mvaliiv. And If ibi 
proof uaniiul \m K>"ii> or bO tNnd InmlBcitiit. ji 1* Ibc fcmnai and not lb* Uuar, «hkb 
it lu hi! <Tii»idi-nd a jirt)iDt>poailIoQ. Set nii,- SmiiKhrifUn i. 3. 8. SO IT. 
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cance given to tlicfC olijtuHs is remote- from their ndnnl njituTC, n 
new worlil of inrrc inwiginntion is cri-flted. n s]ilirre of divine csist- 
Cirees wlitisc rclmions 1o one nnotlier, actions, nml inHueiiceji, ciiti be 
reiwesentcil only nftrr lituniui aii!iIogj% ami tliercfore as lcni|x)riil and 
bi^tpriail. Kvon when llic niitid lias raisctl itwb* lo the conception 
of the Divine unity, still the ciUTrgy and actirity of God are consid- 
ered only iindirr the form of a st'ries of acts : and on the otlier hand, 
natural cvcnis and liunian aetions ean he nused to a reli^oiu sig- 
nificance only liy ihc admission of dhinc ijiterposilions and mira- 
cle*. It is only from tlvc philosophic point of view tliat the world 
of imagination la seen again to coincide with the ai-tual, because the 
thought of God is comprehended to be his cseence, and in the regu- 
lar covirsc itself of nature and of history, tlic revelation of the divino 
idea is acknowledged. 

It is certainly difficult to con«i\'e, how narratives whidi thus 
speak of imagination as reality can have been formed williout in- 
tentional deceit, and believed without uiicsampled eredidity; and 
this difficulty baa been held an invincible objcciion to the mythical 
interpretation of many of the iiarrativca of the Old and New Testa- 
ment. It' this were the caite, it ivould apply equally to the Heathen 
legends : and on the other luuid, if profane Jlylhcilogy Iiavc steered 
ckar of the ditliculty, neither will that of the Ilibic founder upon 
it. I shall hero quote at length iho worda of an cxpcri«nced in- 
quirer into Gicciiui mythology and primitive hbtorv, Olfricd Mullcr, 
since it is evident that thia preliminary knowloifgc of tlie subject 
which must he derived from general mythology, and which is nccca- 
sary for the understanding ot the following examination of tlic cvan- 

SllC mythu*, is not yet tamiliar to all theologians. "How," saya 
ulicr," "shall we reconcile this combination of the true and the 
fiUse, the real and ideal, in mj-thi, with the fact of their being be- 
lieved and received as truth? The ideal, it may be said, is nothing 
else than poetry and fiction clothed in the form of a narration. But 
a fiction of this kind cannot be invented at the same time by many 
diflert'nt persona without a miracle, rcquiiing, as it does, a peculiar 
coincidence of intention, iniaginutioii, .ind expreasion. It is there- 
fore the work of one perjioii: — but how did he convince all the 
Otlicrii that his licliun had an actual tnith ? Hhnl! we suppose him 
to have been one who contrived to di'IiiJe by all kinda of trickery 
and deception, ajid jicrhnps allied luTnacIf n-if,b .limilar deceivers, 
whose part it was to afionl aitc«latioii U> the. people of hi.i inven- 
tions aa Laving been witnessed by ibenwo.lve-t? Or aliall wc think 
of him as a man of higher endow in cii Ik than olhera, who believed 
him upon hia word; and received the mythical Ifitea under whose 
veil he sought lo imiuiii wholesome tnithn, as a sacred revelation? 

* PralegomQia *a dncr iiti>cii(cliar[ll>?liui ^lyiholoKlf. S. 1 10 ff Wicli lh» IJ11- 
■uo acd J. Uiillut in llwlr ravlrwi of ltil> woik, llontnann, S, 113. t, ami ulhi-n an 
■giMd M txi u n^lalrs tu Iho limtlica mrllii. K>iiiri:ial]j' vompsn Gocrip, Mylljua und 
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Bui it 13 impoaeibte to prove that i^uch a rn!>le of ilcu^iv^^r? exiFltxl 
in ancient Oreece (or Palestine); on the contmiy, Itiis skilful svjitcm 
of dece]«ion. be ji groM< or refined, srlfiHli or {>liiljinllin>[iti:, if wc 
are not misled by the imjirouion wc liavc ivccivcd from (Ik; caHicst 
production!* of the (irecimn (or Ctmxtian) nund. is little «nil«d to tltc 
noble simplicity of lho»e times. Hcnci: an invcnicr of th<5 mythiw 
in tbe proper ftenm of tins word is inconc^iraMc. Thia n-ii.''<.>iiing 
brinei lu to the conchifion, that the idea of .1 ilelibemtc sikI inleii- 
lioniil fabrication, in which the author clothes tliat ivhicJi hu knows 
to be fal«c in the niipvamncc of truth, must be entirely set Bsi<]c lut 
insufficient to iiceount for the origin of the mxihus. Or in other 
word.<, that ihvm is a ecrtain necejisity in this connexion between 
the iileni and iIk^ real, which consliuiici) the ^)^th^s; that tlic 
mythical inuigt^s were fonned bv tiie iiiJIueucKuofacutituHlto-coin* 
rpion fo dH mnnkind ; and tlal llic ditlcreni elements grew together 
vltGont the author's being himself conscious of their incongruity. 
It is this notion of a certain necessity and unconsciousness in tlK 
fermalion of the sncicnt mythi, on which we insist. If this be once 
understood, it will also be i>erecivcd tluit liie contcnlioit whether tlic 
roylhus proccnl ftx>m one person or many, from the poet or tlic 
(icople, thon"h it may be started on other groonds, doca not go to 
the root of tlie matter. For if the one who invents the mvthus is 
only obeying the impulse wliich acts also upon the miniu of his 
hearers, he is but the mouth through which all speak, the skilful 
interpreter who has tlio addrvss first to give form and expression to 
the (noughts of alL It is however vciy possible tluit this notion 
of necessity and unconsciousness, might ajipcar itself obticuTc and 
mystical to our aaliauarians (and theologians), from no other reason 
than that this m>tliieising tendency lias no analogy in the present 
mode of thinking. But is not history to acknowledge even what ia 
strange, w hen led to it by unprejudiced research ?" 

Aa an example to show tliat even very eoninlicalcd mythi, in 
the fonnation of whieh many apparently remote circumstances must 
Iiuvo combined, may ycti have arisen in this unconscious manner, 
Uoller then rcfcra to the Grecian n^hus of AuoUo and ilarsya*. 
"It was eustomaiy to celebrate the ftsti^-als of Apollo with nhiying 
on tlic lyre, and it was newssarj* to piety, that the god hiiusell 
should be regarded as its author. In I'hiygia, on tlK? eontrary. the 
nati<Hial music was the Uutc, wUch was similarly derivcU from a 
demon of ihcir own, named Mara^as. Tho ancient (ircciaiis per- 
ceived tltat the tones of these two instniments were essentially op- 
jtowd : the harsh shrill piping of the flute must be hateful to Apollo, 
aiui therefore Slarsyas liis enemy. This was not cnoiij^i : in order 
that the lyre-playing Grecian might flatter hiinsclf that tlie inven- 
tion of liij* ffA was tlic more cseellenl instninient, Apollo must tri- 
umph over JIarsy.i*. Hut why was it neecsaary in particular lliat 
llie unlucky I'liryj^un idiould be Hayed i Here is the simple origin 
of the mylhus. Near the castle of Celcene in Plirygia, in a cavern 
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wIiiMice flossed a .itreani <yt ton^nt named Marsyas, wa.* impended 
n ek'm SiuiW, called by ihc Plin'^ans, the bottle of Mantya.t ; for 
ftlarsyiiK wn.*, like llic Grccinu Hircnus, a dcnii^god Ayinboli/Jng il>o 
cxijlH-niiire of tiie juices of nature. Now wbere u Urt^dui, or a 
Piirj'giiiu wit!i Grecian nrepissesaioiia, looked oil llie bottle, he 

Iiliiiuly iHiw tiic e:iltLiilropue of iMarvtva.t; here n-us fitiil )iu:«[>«iided 
lus skin, which luid bccii lorn o9' and made into u bottle: — A^iollo 
lind Dnvcil liiiii. lu ^1 tliiii there m no »rbiti»ry iMvccitioii: the 
same iiiia* luiglit huvo occ-urrcJ to many, and if owe first gave cx- 
|)re£.'<iaii to ihcni, ho knew well that hi* auditors, iuiljuvil with the 
same itri-jwesKJci Otis, would not for an iTi.-<liiiil doubt hi« accuracy." 

"The diicf reason of the »:o in plica led cliamctvr of inytlij in gvn- 
cra], is their ha^nng livt-n foi'ined for the nioitt part, not at oncv-, but 
8acccBS)\'cly and by drgn;e.*, under the influence of vcrj' ditfcrcnt 
circam stances and events Ixit.U externul :iiid inlt.-ninl. The poiiuUr 
traditiuns, U,ing orally transmitted and not restricted by any written 
document, were o['cn to receive every new udilition, and thus picw 
in tbc course of long ccntun<.-» to llie form in wliich n-c now dnd tlictn. 
(Hov fai tins applies to a great jKirt of the New Testament mylhi. 
will be sfaovm hercaft^-r.) Thin u) an important and luminous iact, 
which IiowcvcT is very lrc<iuenUy overlooked in the exjilanatioQ of 
mythi; for they arc i-egarded as nllegorica invented by one person, 
at one stroke, with the definite purpose of investing a thought ia 
the form of a narmtion." 

The view thus v.\presse<l by 3Inller, that the mythus is founded 
Dot upon any individiud conecption, but upon the moru elevated and 
gcjMMid conception of a whole jioople (or R'li^ious community), is 
said by a comjieteiit jinlj^ti of MlUlcrV work to be the necessary con- 
dition for a rifjhl iiniliT.itandiiiff of the ancient mythus, the admission 
or n^ection of whieli iH-ntiiwith ranges the opinions on injihology 
into two opposite divisions.* 

It is not however vnxy to draw a line of distinction between in- 
tentional und unintentional Hction. In the cas« wlieic a tact lay at 
the foundation, which, \xaig tlic subject of popidar conversation 
and admiration, in the course of time foimcd Uaclf hilo a mythus, 
we readily dismiss all notion of wilful fraud, at least in its origin. 
For a mythus of this kind ia not the work of one man, but of a 
^rholc body of men, and of succeeding gencratioua ; the narrative 
passing from mouth to mouth, and like a snowball growing by the 
involimtary addition of one ejtaggeratiiig feature 6^>m this and an- 
other from that ruurrator. In time however these legends are sure 
to &11 into the way of some gifted iniuds, which will be stimulated 
by tbcm to the exercise of their own pootical, reli-doua, or didactic 
powen. Moat of the mytliical narralivoa which ua^ e come down 
to us from antiquity, such as the Trojan, and the Sloaaic scries of 
legends, arc i)TCjciitcd to us in this cJaboiated form. Ifcn; tlicn it 

* Ttu vnrd* of Btnrr to lil* ml«i> ot MollT't PnileEumfm, in Jahn't JihrliQcbcrti 
f. rbUoI. D. I*UaK. tSSS, 1 Utn, S. T. 



^^kmiJitpiii::!!! OP THE MirnicAL roiST or view. 66 

would appear tliercmtut have been intcntioiuil deception: tliUhow- 
ever ui ouly tlxt nsfult of an erroneous aaaumptiou. tt U klinoel 
imposaible, in a critical and enlightened a"e like our own, to cairy 
ouTHelrea buck to a period of civilization m which the imaginatioR 
wotked BO poweriulij, that its iUosions were believed as reaulieB 1^ 
the veij minds ibat created them. Yet the rery same mind^ 
whieL are wrong^it in leas ci^-ilizcd circles by the imagination, ate 
produced in ihc more cultivated by the understanding. Lei oa 
take one of the best didactic historians of ancient or tnoooni times, 
Livy, n» an example, "Nunia,"' he saya, "gave to the Itomans * 
Dumber of religious ceremonies, lie luj:uriarentur otio animi, and 
because he rccwdod religion as the beat means of bridling miiifiiti- 
dtwrnimpentam €i illia teetdia rudem. tde^i^ Iteconiiuue:^ "n<- 
J'adot dieti J'ofiosrpie f&:H. quia all'/uando nihil cum pe^ulo agi 
utile /lUurujn cmi"' How did Livy know tliat thc«e were tbc 
rootivea oS Xnmat In point of fact they certainly were not. Bat 
lavy believed litem to be aa Tlie infert-noe ot his own under- 
standing appeared to him so neccsaary, lliul ho treated it with fall 
conviction as an actual fuel. The pognilar legend, or some ancient 
poet, had explained this fortihty of religious invention in Numa 
otherwise ; namely, that it arose from Ida communication with tlte 
nympli Egcria, who revealed to him the forms of worship that woold 
be roost acceptable to the gods. It is obi-ioua, that the case is 

Erelty nearly the same with regard to both rcpieacniatiana. If tbo 
liter bad an uidividual author, it was liis opinion that the historical 
slatemcnt could be accounted for only upon the Rujiposiiion of a 
conimunicalion with a superior being; as it was that of Livy, that 
its ex|>]analioii mutt lie in political views. The one mistook the 
]>ro<biclion of hi.s imagination, the other tlie iuference of his undei^ 
standing, for reality. 

Femaps it may be adinittctl that there >i a positibility of nn- 
oooscioas fiction, even wli(:n an individual author lit aligned to it, 
provided that liic mythical consiyl^ only in tlie tilling np and adoin- 
ii^ some hlsloricnl event witli imagiiuir^- eircums lances : but that 
where the whoUr atoiy u invented, and not any historical nucleus 
U to be found, thi« uneomwioua fiction U imposaiblc. Whatever 
view may be taken of the tieullutn mythology', it b easy to show 
with regard to lite New Testament, tlut there was ttie greatest an- 
tecedent probatMlily of tliia very kind of fiction having arisen re- 
Rpceling Jesas witliout any fraudulent intention. The expectation 
of a Mes«iah bad grown up amonj^st (he UraeJitish people long be- 
lore Uie time of Jesus, and juitt tlien had ripened to full maturity. 
.-Vnd from its Iregiuning tliis ex|M.t-talion waa not indefinite, but de- 
termiiieil, and cliarnctcrized by niany im|K>rlaiit |Kirliculars. Mosea 
was said to have promiifed his |xn)|^Iv a piuplu't like unto himself 
(Deut. xvtii. 15), and this parage was in tiiu lime of .le.^us applied 
to the llcssiah (Acts ill. 2i; vii. 37). llcnoe ttie rabbinical prin- 
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<'ili!fi: ns llic fiwl reileemer {God), so shall bo thp woond: wliich 
)iriiicijik wiui ciirriisl otil iulo niany parliculani to bo expected in 
the Mi-H.iiiili iifii-r liin |ir<)li)ty[)e Slosies." AgHin. the MoAiiiAlt w«b 
to come of lliv nice of David, and as a necond David take )Ki»Mft- 
sion of liU throne (Mult. xxii. 42; Luke L 32; Acta iu 30): and 
therefore in tlic time of Jiuus it waa exjKoted that he. like David, 
shoald be bom in tbc litlk village of Bctldehcin (John vii. 42; 
Matt. it. f.). In itic- above [Ku-titage tlosea describe! the fEuji[)OAed 
Me.-L^iah lui u proplict ; HO in liii> own idea, Jchui waa iltc grcatestt 
and laM of the propliciic nice. ItuI in tJie old tinlional legends the 

Jnu|iiicls were madu illu.'tlrioii.t by l)i« mo^tt wonderful actions and 
le^tiny. How could Xvf* be cxjHWIeil of the }ile.i»iidi ? Wa.-« it not 
neocawiiy bcforchnnil, iluit hia life ahotild be adom<-<] with tliat 
whidi WAS nto<st glonoa* mid important in t?ie live» uf the projihettt? 
Mn.tt not Hiv prtpular expccfatiun give him u shiim in the bright 
]>orli«n of their Jiislory, «.■» »iiW<iiteiitly tlio cntTering.i of himself 
and lii.i <li8ciplv!t were altiilmlod by Ji^^iLt when he ap[>camd as the 
Messiah, to a p»rli<;i[)ntiou in the (lark nide of the fate of tlic i>roph- 
ew (Hall, xxiii. 29 IF.; U\Vk xiii. 33 (H; comniirc Mall. v. 12.)? 
TIeiieving that JIoscs nnti idl thi; prophets had propheiiied of tlie 
.Mcsitiuli (John V. 4fi ; Luke \\. 21 ; xxiv. 27), it wan as nutonil for 
tlie Ji^vfj;, with their allegorizing tendency, to considiT their actions 
and d(-sliny us ly]>es of the Kle^siali, as to take their imyings for 
predieliciiiJ!. In gcncntl the whole llessianiu era wuj* CJtiwttcd to 
be full of Migns and wonder*. The eyca of ihe blind should lie 
opened, tht! cjirs of the dejif idiouhl lie uncloited, tliit lame should 
leap, and llie longtic uf tlm dumb praise (iod (l!<iii:i)t xx.'cv. 5 f. ; 
xlit. 7; oomp. jtxxii. 3, 4). TliMC merely Jigmative expn^tsion*, 
Boon came lu be understood literally (Malt. xi. 5; Liike vii. 21 f.), 
and thuit the idea of ihc Messiah was eonlinuidly tilled up witli ww 
detailii, even bt-fore the uppcoiencc of Jcsus.t Tiius many of tlie 
legend* nwjiecting hira had not to be newly invented ; they alrcady 
c^istcd in the popular hope of the Messiah, having bet^n nio»tlr d^ 
rived with vanous nioditications} from the Old Testament, nnu bad 

■ HidnicJi Koluilctb t. >3, 3. (In SchMlgcn, Aora ItAraieir H lolmika, 3, S. ii\. 
f-J R. Utrnkixi naiHiiii R. lu-nri JWf ; (ItmtaJmodai'i funi jiiVmM (Hmoi], ritf ttiam 
poMnnw (JlcHlat) nmparaiui ril. lit flaiU jmao ^uiJaaru ler^tva diAlt Exod. 
1t> SI^-- «* tmmHI Jtkftft KAivait tt Jilia$, H*fu< Aawj imjHjtuH^ Sic ^iW jivtfrmitfi Xd* 
(likriaf Ix. 3 i paujnr rt iviV'w smh. QvUnain df (roiU prinu- nutti f tt i/riumdm 
Jteil JHUB, J. i Kxw). iiL 14 ; ten '/p> ftatrtfiriam iwiw jwn-jn rf' nrii\ .Wo <lmm 
Ced pwtrnnui nimia drtetaJirt Jimtl, j. d. n. liulL lU ; iril mvlltlaJo /nmaai m 
(tiTw. QunudB OaJ primat oMptrotiu /ati f It attrtuUrt feeit puttata: tic fuifM 
Cm' fttlfraat atemim faritl aqiiat, q. 4. JsbI Iv. I£ : d /atit t ttmio JMmim tifnjti- 
nr, ft tanoilnt /lllliM trripntil. 

t T«Bdiuiu f. 6t. 4. (ill S<']|OUK«n, p. Ti): R. Arka tumliu S. .^fimufKi inr A'ni-A- 
•HMi dutf ,- Onanwfvc jMit H. B, /uAuru) ett W39 ^TS^ (imp>n-» nufioiw) M jom 
mMiJirtl ftr mama jiuimm ITm cV^73 (ttvln anti ilrinmi ihp'n). Tkut 3. B. 
tnrijtitit nsrlwi. ii ^uot jitm aut Jirii /h-t A'(iun, Kluun tt Hin-httlrn. M-irt rjnir- 
<*Mi wdM pir Mi¥tn J'itiiun ttl. Octihit e<n:iirum apuri^, iJ qniyi ytr Klifiin /tfii. 
Ik^t S' B. J'atttr* Itnpatt ntii^Ul tf^riUr, ^tjvtiiriuiiiHin in .i^f^i^iitf tt .V.iru JecH. 

ntthmil tay nAtvacr to tlia Mmltli. to (hat lt» pxnial ill>i'np4n<7 Ivlumi ihe nam. 
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merely to be transfeired to Jeans,' and jtccominodalcd (o his clmr- 
aclcr and doctrines. In no case could it be easier for the person 
irbo first ftdded taiy new feature to the description of Jesus, to be- 
lieve himself ila genuineness, since his argument would bc: >juch 
Kud sQch things must have happened to the lleflslab ; Jesus whs 
the Stcasiah ; therefore sucit nud such things happened to hini.t 

Truly it may be said that lltc middle tcnu of tlits ugumeni, 
namely, that Jc^us was tlw Me^^iah, would Iiave Euled in proof to 
his contemporaries all the more on account of the common cxpec- 
tslion of mtraculous events, if iliat exjieetation bad not been ful- 
filled by him. Dut ibe following eritiiiue on the Life of Jesus docs 
not divest it of all tlioite features (o vrhich tlie character of miracu- 
lous lias been appropriated: and lie^tides we mtiitt take into account 
the overwhelming impression wliicit was made upon Ihatc aroiuid 
bim by tlie persoftal character and discotirdie of Jftsu-S as lutig as he 
was livii^ amongst llieni, ivhich did not {wrmit tliem deliberately 
to scrutinize and coini>are him wilii tlieir previona ataiidurd. 1'lie 
belief in him as the Mcssiali extended to wider circled only by slow 
itfffcs : and even during his lifetime the people may have reported 
tnanv wonderful stories of him (comp. Matt. xiv. 2). After his 
dcatti, however, the belief in hia rcsoireclion, however that belief 
may have arisen, affoided a more than sufficient proof of his Slea- 
siabsliip ; so tliat all iltc other miracles in his history need not be 
considered as the foundation of the taith in this, but may rather be 
Adduced as the consctjnence of iL 

It is however by no means necessary to attribute Iliui aainc fre^ 
dom firom all conscious intenlion of fiction, to the autliora of all tliOM 
narralives in tiie Old and New Testament wbicli must be considered 
as uidiistoricaL In every scries of legends, esp«^ial]y if any {latriotic 
or religi<mK party interest is associated with (Item, as soon as they 
become tlie subject of frve [foctry or any other litenuy eom^Kisition, 
mmio kind of ticlion will Ik: intentionally mixtd up willi litem. The 
autkora of the llmiit-ric eunj^ i;oiild not have believed that every 

CrtiniLir which tltcy reUtett of their gods and heroes Iiad really 
ppeiied ; and just as little oould the writer of the Chronicles Iiave 
been ignorant tlial in his duviatk^ii from the books of Samuel and 
of the Kings, lie was introducing many evcnta of later occurrence 

lim fOMavini; J<«u «)lk ihoe itUUii{ t» Uo«m lad Um |av|A>^ u net a drrinw 
imof tli*i the RiniKt ««n not dftivtd fmn tbc Utier. Compu* At u cU. Ti. U, uid 
IIm Mtnapcwttng fan «r Juepbiu Anltq. IL A IIL altlt lk« «<x«iWI tt Uuca gina In 
Esttlw.. AUuiiicUtitltalMMiiilittf Alo^un with AaUq. I. 8. S( otJuobirtlhL 19, 
C; afJiArpli nilh JL &, 4. 

* Gnsrgr, $. I3S; ir BC (miriiln tb« Dm mnvliiloD of t)i« fivipln, Oiat ill whldl 
bad been pn^bniol la tbc Old TcMunnit of tli« UMilah mcM nuMiMrily biv* l>rrn fnl- 
lUM in tbc pctBD of iMr mmtrti and ■oorMrtr ibai then *m maajr Usak fpana ia 
lb* blM««y tt C%r)it : ve rfutlt ax iku il «u loipoitlUe «• ban bspiomd gibCTwiat 
Ibw fhiit itxw iJrat dxaU h**« tobodl^ tbonuilici, and Ibiu tbc mTibl ben ariaca 
mhUk *« finil. Kvf* if a intra cutncl nyKitalittt of Ik* lift OT Jtaiu had b«a poa- 
HUa by ■»■!<• ertradltioa, LUi <«ancti« of (ba dbcijdta mail bars bMD Mnias «ioa^ 
U trioiopb *t«r iL 

t ComiMn 0. llbOcr, mtDCMBcw, S. T, «• a ilaiilar caodntia of Citdaa poala. 
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into Ml carJicr period ; or iLc autlior of tlie book of Daniel* that ho 
was raodvlling liis liistory npon thitt of Joi«e(;Ii, and accommodating 
pnmhccica to ovvntD ulrcndy piut ; and exactly as liltle may this be 
said of nil tbc unliistoricul namitivvs of tlie GoitpelH, an for example, 
of the first cliaptcr of the third, antl many i«m» of the fourth C)o»- 
peL But a licttoo, although not undesigned, inay Ktiil be witlioiit 
evil deaga. It is tnie, tltc cshc is not lite samii with tlie supposed 
anihora of many tictiona in the Bible, as with pods prO|K:rly »o cad- 
cd, since flic latter write without any expectation that their poem.t 
will be received as liiatorr : but still it is to be considered tluit in 
sncient times, and eapecijdlv amongst the Hebrews, nn<l yet more 
when this people was atirrea up by religious excitement, the line of 
distinetton between history and fiction, prose and poetry, wns not 
drawn bo clearly as with us. It ia a fact also deserving attention 
that amongst tfce Jews and early Cbristinns. the most rcputnblo au- 
Uton ptiUiahed their works with the substitution of vcntrntcd Dames, 
without an idea that tliey were guilty of any tidsehood or deception 
by so doing. 

The orT^ question, that ean ari^ here ia whether to sueb fieti<«ts, 
the work of an individual, we can give the name of mytlii? If we 
regard only their own inlriiiiiic nature, the name is not appropriate; 
but it LI 80 when these lietion.s, having inct with faith, eomo to be 
received amongst ibe legends of a |H-i<pIt- or religious p-irty, for this 
is alfvaya a piuof that (buy were tlxt fruit, not of any individual con- 
ception, but of an accordance wilh the sentiments of a multilude.f 

A &U(|Uonlly raised objection rcmains, for the t«futatioa of which 
the remarks above made, npon the date of tlie origin of many of the 
gospel mytlii, are mainly important t the objection, namely, that the 
space of about thirty years, from the death of Jesus to the de.^truc- 
tna of Jerusalem, during which the greater part of tlie narratives 
must liave been formed ; or even tlie iiiter\'al extending to the l>o- 
ginning of tlie second century, the most distant period \vhich can be 
allowed for the origin of eve.n llie lute-^t of tlie^e gospel narratives, 
and for the written coni])0»ition of our gospclii ; — ui niucli too tihort 
to admit of llic ri.*e of so ridi a collection of mythi. But, as wo 

* Itw niinimriaun ut llin (int cliii|i[ci o( ihii book wilh |hc hiitorv of JoH{>h In 6c- 
imi4 {pv4> in iailmclivr rjow of dm (cadency of the Iaih Uebrav Icf^cncl uitl pftelty to 
fonn at/* rrUiioDi! tipoo Iho p«It»ni of tie oM. Ai Joieph wo cBrritd laptiTc l.i Ejtj'iit, 
K> lit DuiifI to Babylon; (1. ^} lika JuKjib ho niiut dutngp* ht> uunn; (7.) GnJ 
ntka Ov, C^'-»n -iiy (»tcrar»bla M him, ni tlio B'^riXa" "TO tTV to JniMij.!.; 
(M b« sblitaiw frnm piillulinc liiinknlf with pirtaklnjc u[ iii> kmu't iiirnu and ilriuks. 
wbieb ira prtucd upun him ; (S.) i luir-laaul bdd u nicriUirinui b (be limo of Anti»- 
<ibiuBplph»Iic*,>ittaataf JoMphwIthicgardU Potlplur'i *ifc; liko Joseph bi HiiOM 
taSntoc* by Uw iBlnpnuiSao of ■ dram of the king, itUcb hi* cation vtn unablfl to 
fxpUiotohfia, (ii.): whilil thn ■tMllinD»1 clKnimMiam thai Dataiol i>'«iit>UF<l la ein- 
not «aly Uie InlerpntaUaa, but ths dKun ftvir, *bkh had ncmpiMl the mrmriry of th« 
klog. »ppun ta lie ■ raniaotlr «i(^FraIlon of ihnC wbloh ou ailribawd to Jowph. In 
Iha aocauiit of JoHpbiu, the hiitory of Duild hu reavCeJ In ■ ilnf:ulai niionrr upon thai 
of JOMph i fur a> Xahurhiilnuur torgrui hi* drtun, and Ihir lnt<;r|iri>totiv>n acrorJlng to 
JoMyhai nn-*u)nl to him ■! Uh uma lima, mdim ha uiakn Pharmib fiirgcl thn inlnrpif- 
tatlon >bD»u to him nitb tlur iltHini. Antiq. ij. 3. 4. f Tbui J. Hdllvr, tkwdi StuiUsa 
nnd Krltlken, lUid, HI. A. S39, g. 
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kare eliown. t1>c greater part of these mytlii tlii not .in.'<«! during 
thai period, for ihcir first foundation was laid in tlie lej.'ciida wf the 
Old Teataiucnt, before aod after the Babyloniali exile ; aiid llii- Irans- 
fcrenco of these legends with suitable modificationn to the cxiH-elod 
Mcssiidi, waa made in the conrse of the centimes wbii^h dupwil be- 
tween that exdc and (he time of Jeaua. So iJial fw tlws wriod l«j- 
Iwecn the formation of the first ehristian conmiunily and (Iw- writing 
of the OoBpcIs, there remains to be effected only the Iriiiisferoiiee ol 
Uesmanic J^onds, almost all ready formed, to Jesiis, with Kmu: 
alterations to adapt tltcm to ehrUtian opinions, and to tiifi iixlivitliud 
character and circumstances of Jcsns ; only a very small jiroportioa 
(^tnyihi having to be formed entirely new. 



$. 1^ DP.riKmOK OP THE EVANGELICAL UrTtRtS AKD ITS DISIIHO- 
TITE CHABACTERIsncS. 

TuE preciao sense in which we use tlie expreaaion mytkuA, ap- 

Elicd to certain parts of the gospel history, is evident from all that 
aa already been said ; at tne same lime the diflcrent kinds and 
gndatioiu of the m^lhi which wc shall meet with in this history 
may bran by way ot' nnticipution be pointol out, 

Wr ilislingnish by the name evmffeHcal myiAus a narrative to- 
latitig directly or indinKtly to Jcsua, which may be considered not 
as the cxprvwitHi of a fict, but as the {nodact of an idc* of his ear^ 
licet followers ; such a narrati^'c being mythical in proportion as it 
exhibits this character. The mythos id this sense ol the term meffta 
OS) in the Gospel as elsewhere, sometinies in its pure form, consti- 
tutbc the substance of the nairative, and sotnciimcs as an acciden- 
tal adjunct to the actual hisiory. 

The mire mythuA in the Gospel mD be fbond to have two sour- 
QD&whidi in roost caaea contributed simultaneously, though m'dlf- 
ftient proportioiui, to form the mythos. The one source is, as already 
stated, tne Heauaoicideas and expectations existing according to 
their several forms in tne Jewish mind before Jesus, and indepen- 
dently of him ; the other is that parlicdar imprCMion which was 
left bv the personal clmracter, actions, and iiitc. of Jcsis, and whicli 
served to modify the Messianic idea in the minds of his people. The 
account of the Transtignralion, for example, is dcrivca almost ex- 
clusively from the former source ; the only amplification taken from 
the latter source being — ^that they who appeared wilh Jc^us on the 
itount spake of Jiia decease. Ch» tlie Other hand, the narrative of 
the lending of the veil of the temple at the death of Jesus socms 
to have had its origin in the hostile position which Jesus, and 
his church after him, tmstaincd in relation to the Jewish temple 
wonhip. Itcrc already wc have momething historial, though 
oonabting merely of cf rlain general foaturea of character, position 
&c; we an Ihiu at ouce brmight upon the Krotind of the hiatofkal 
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TAt AUtorieai mylhus tins for its gronndiv-orii s dcHniie indi- 
vidual fact which hiifi becu MizeiX upon hy roli^iooBMcnlKuAiasm, and 
twined uDund with mythical conccjtlions culled from the idea of tlie 
ChmL This fact is perhaps a saying of Je^iis such as that con- 
cerning "fishers of men" or the barrcD (ig-tree, which now appear 
in llie Uospols Iniimiuilcd inro marvellous histories ; or, it ia per- 
haps a real tniiisaclioii or event taken from hia hfe: for instance, 
Ihe tnjthiiail trails in ttte aon>iiiit of tlie baptism were built upon 
sucli a reidily. Certain of tiie inirAcuIous histories may likowiae 
hare liad nome foundation in natural oecurreiincs, which the narra- 
tive lius eitlicr exhibited in n Kupeniataral light, or eDridied witli 
miiMuIous inciilent». 

AH the jipircic* of iniageiy here cHuinerateJ in;i_v jtistly be desig- 
nated tis, niyllii, even aeconling to the inndeni and piv^Mtte detiiiition 
of George, inaymucli ax thi: tmiiiKtoHcal wiiieh tln^y cmbodr — 
wliethcr fonnttd gradually )iy tniililioii, or ereated by an indiviaual 
antlior— is in eaJti case the product of an idea. Itut for titose [iarts 
of i\k. hiftlory witicli ari^ diaractcri^iiHl by indefiniieiie#s and want of 
comK'xion, hy in isoon^ I ruction and li'un:<f<)riualion, by strange oom- 
binations and confusion, — the natural n-j<ulls of a long courtc of oral 
transmission ; or which, on llic contrary, are distinguiiihed by hi^dy 
coloured and pictorial represent;! I ions, which also «eein to point lo 
a traditiouaiy origin; — fur these parts tlte tenn legendartf li cta- 
taiidy the niorf-. appropriale- 

liaslly. It is ret^uii^itv tu distinguish oi|UiiIIy from the mythu* 
and the legend, Ihat which, as it aeivejt n»l to clothe an idea on 
the one hand, and admits not of being referred lo tradition on llic 
other, D)ust be regarded as tJie addition of the autfior, as jiurcly 
individual, and designed merely to give creamcss, connexion, and 
climax, to the representation. 

It is to the various forms of tlie unbislorical in tlie gospels (tiat 
tilts etmmctution exclusively refers ; it does not involve tlie reiiun- 
ciatiou of llie Aisioricat which lliey may likewise contain. 



{ 16. CBITEIUA BY WmCH TO TUSTIffGITTSII THE UmnSToniCAL Ot 
THE QOSPGL NAltRATlVE. 

Having shown the possible existence of the mythical and the 
legendary- in the goapds, both on extrinsic and iiitrin.itc grounds, 
and defined their uistinctivc cbaraeleriHtics, it remains in conclusion 
to inquire bow their actual jirescnce may be recogni/.od in indi- 
vidual cases ? 

'i'hc mjihus presents two phases; in the first place it is not 
Itistory; in the second it is fiction, the product of tlic p:irticular 
mental tendency of a certain community. 'J'liese two phages aJTord 
the one a negative, the other a positive criterion, by which the 
mythus is to be recognized. 

I. Negaiive. IlLM an account is not lijstorical — tli.it the mat- 
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tcr related conld not liaxc taken pkoe in the manner desorilwd is 
ridcDt 

Pirat, Wlicn the narratioo i« irrcconcjleable with llw known 
and anivcraal laws which govern llw courao of eveiil*. N'ow ao- 
onding to tbc^tc Uwa, agreeing with all just philotiophical <H)nr<'[r> 
tionfl and alJ credible experience, i)i« ab^luic cause never diHturbis 
the chain of sooondair causca bv eingic arbitrary acts of ititerixM^ 
tioo, bat rather manifests itself in the production of the Mmvpiie 
of finite causaliliea, and of their reciprocal action. When LlM-rcfore ', 
we meet with an account of certain phenomena or c^ertU of which 
it ia eitiier expre^y slated or implied that they were produced im> 
mediately by Ciod htm.ielf (divine apjiaritions — voice.* from haaven 
and the Lke), or by human beingii possessed of 8iip*'nialiinJ |iower4 
(miracles, projibecie.*), mirli aii account ts in «ofar to be coii^iilend / 
as not [li.ttoriva]. Ami iiiiuiintich as, in general, tli« iiitenniiigling 
of tlie Npiritiud world with tlte hiiiiiun Li found oidy in uniititiicntii: 
recordji, and a im^.oncil(raliIu ivilh all jusi conociition.'* ; ^o nnmt- 
livcs of nngcU uiii] of <ieviLi,<if ll>eir ap]>earing in liumuii ^!ui]>e and 
interfering with buuuui concern.*, cannot possibly be received as 
hIsloricaL 

Another law whidi controls the course of events is th^ Uy ot 
mcGGoaiSDt '1 accordance with which oil occiirrences, not excepting 
the most violent conrulsions and the mo?t rapid changes, follow in 
a certain order of senaenco of iiuuvase and decrease. If ihereforT! 
we ore told of a celenrated individual that he attracted already at 
his birth and during liis childhood that attention which he excited 
in his ntaulKXKl : tlial hu followers at a single glance rcc<^ized 
him as being all that lie actually was ; if the transition from the 
dc«|)e«l de»|>oni3ency to lite most ardent enthusiasm after his ilenth ' 
iM repre.4ciitiNl as ttie work of a single liour; we mnst feel more tlian 
doablfid \vli<-tlier it bi a real history which lies before u». T^i^tly, 
all tliOM^ [Kiycliological laws, which render it iiupmbahle thai a hu- 
miin being slioul J feij, think, and act in a manner dire<ci1y op]iased 
to bis oivn habiluiU mode luid that of men in general, must be token 
into coimidcralioii. .As for example, when tuc Jewish •:^anhedrinl 
are represented as believing the declaration of the watch al the grave 
that JcHus was riMii, an<l iiulead of aocoaing them of having suf- 
fered titc l)ody to be stolen away whilst they were aelec|i, bribing 
tbcni to give currency to such a re]>orL By Ute same rule il is con- 
trniy to all tlic bws belonging to the human faculty of memory, 
that long discountes, Aich as tiiosc of Jesus given in tlio fourth i 
Goepcl, could hare been faillifully recollected and reproduc^'iL ' 

It u howcviT true that effects are oHen far more rajiiilly pro- 
doccd, pailicidarly in men of genius and by their agtinry, than 
might be expected; and tliat Ituinim Win^ fn-i^uciitly act iitconvc* 
quenily, and in opposition to thctr general modi^ and Iiabttit ; the 
two hut mentiofled terta of tbo mythical cluiractCT must therefore 
be cautiously applied, and in conjaoction only with other tests. 
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Sicondly. An account which shall be regarded as }iiHtoricalIy 
valid, iiiast neither be incooaistcat with itaeU^ nor in contra^ctioo 
with otlter aooounta^ 

Tlie tnofll dcddod <;aao falling under this rule, amounting to a 
posilive nontradietion, ta when one account afiinua what anolbtf 
<lvni«K. Thu:<, one gospel roprescnts tlic liml apjx'ar.ineo of JenU 
in Gidilec a-t t>uh.t«(]netit to tJie iiujirisoun'.ciit of John the ilnptist, 
whilst Huolliicr (■nei[M>l reuarkii, l»iig after Jcsun Iiad jin-iu-lurd both 
in CJidik'u and in Judea, tliat "John was not yH caKt into pHitoii." 

A\licn on the oontiaiT) the second sanjuiit, witliout alwolutvly 
contradicting titc fir^t, aifient &on) it, tbt; diKii^pvenit-tit may I>c 
mcTcl; Iwtwixn tltc incidental [kiriicukra of tlie ii.-in-ative : .'«udi aK 
time, (tiw! ciiiarinf; of th« Teinple,^ »fac«, (the ori{;innl ni^iiUnci^ of 
the imruKS of Je.inii ;) tiumier, (toe GadaTene«, ih*.- aiigr-U at tlic 
scpulchTV;) namet^ (Matthew and Ijevi^; or it may concern the cs* 
sential Hutwianoe of the history. In tiie latter case, sonielimcs the 
character and circuinstanoca in one account difler alingv^thor Iron) 
thoBC in another. ThuiS aeconling to one narriilui', ihi: ISaptist 
recognises Jesus as the MeiMiah destined to Rnlli-r; according to 
the otlR-r, John taka offence al hLi duifi-riiig condition. Somctmiea 
an occurrence U represented iu two or more ways, of which one 
only can be consistent witlt the reality; m when in one account 
Jesus calls his first disciplex from their nets whilst Gshing on the 
sea of Galilee, and in the other moets tlicm in Judca on his way to 
Galilee. Wc may class un<Icr the same licjui instances where events 
or di»cour»es are represented us having occurred on two distinct 
occasions, whilst they are so siniiUr that it is impossible to rcsbl 
the oonchtniun that both the narratives rcK:r to tlic same event or 
diacouTve. 

It may here be asked : is it to be reganled as a contradiction if 
one account is wholly silent respecting a circumstance mentioned 
by anotlicr? In itself, apart from all other corisiderations, the atgu> 
mentnni ex silcntio is of no weight; but it ia certainly to be ae- 
coojited of moment when, at the same time, it may be shown tliat 
had the author known the circimistnnco he could not have tailed to 
mention it, and also that he must have known it had it actually 
occurred. 

n. Posillrx, The positive characters of legend and fiction are 
to be recognize*] sometimes in the fonu, sometimes in the suhstancc 
of a narrative 

If the form bo poetical, if the actors converse in hymns, and in 
R more difluse and elevated strain tlian might iw ex]>cclcd from 
Aeir training and situations, sucli discourses, at all evcnis, are not 
to be rc^'ardcd as historical. 'I'he absenoo of tliesc marks of the 
UDhtstoncal do not howcvier prove tJie historical validity of the nar- 
ntion, since the mythus oftenwi^ars the niwst simple and iijuwrcntly 
biitoricMl fonn : in which ease the proof lies in the substance. 

If the conienis of a namttivo strikingly accords with certain 
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idcu rxistin^ ntid prevailing nnlhin tlic circle from wliicli tlic nar- 
ntivu pixrccilwi, wtiicli iJcaa themselves acem to be the product of 
"jrcconccivwi opiuiong ralhcr than of practieal espcrieiice, it is more 
VT less probable, aceonlin? to cireuni stances, tliat such a iiamtive 
is of mytliical origin. The knowledge of the foct, tliat the Jews 
■were fond of represcnling their great men as the children of rarcnta 
wito luid Ion" been childless, cannot but make us doubtful of the 
historical tnilh of ihc statement that thia was the cam with John 
tba Baptist: knowing alito that the Jews saw prediclionii every 
where in tlic writings of llicir prophets and poets, and diiKovered 
^^a of the Messiah in nil tlie hve» of holy men recorded in their 
Diniptores ; when we find dctjiils in Ihe life of Jcsux evidently 
Bkctcbcd afler the pattern of these prophecies and jiratolypes, we 
cannot but sus|.>cct tluit they are rather mythicjd llmti tii.'<tori4-uL 

The more umplc chaiaetcrielics of the h'^gcnd, and of additions 
by the author, after the obsen-ations of the former itection, need no 
fitrthcr elucidation. 

Yet each of tlic«c tests, on the one hand, ami each niirrativc on 
tlic other, cousiilercd apart, will rarely ]iro%'e more ilitin tlie (tossible 
or probable unhiittoricnl cliaTnctei of the record. Tli« concurrence 
of several such indications, is necessuy to bring about a nwre de- 
fimte reault. The accounts of the viwi of tlie Magi, and of the 
murder of llic innocents at Bctldehem, harTnotiixe idnarkHbly with 
th« Jewish 31eft)>i»nic notion, built upon the prophecy of Balaam, 
nutpecting ti>c star which should come out of Jacob ; and with the 
history ot the sanguinary command of Pharaoh. Still this would 
not alone sufSoc to stamp th« narralivea as mythical But we have 
tlso the coiToborafivc (acts that the described appearance gf \he star 
u cootraiy to the phvsical, the alleged conduct of Ilcrod to th« 
■pBychological laws ; tHat iToscnhus, who gives in other respects so 
cirGamHt.-mtia] an account of Herod, agrees with all other historical 
aulbontiea in being silent concerning the Bethlehem massacre ; and 
that the visit of the 5Ia^ together with the flight into E"j-pt rclateJ 
tlic one Gos]:*l, and the jinist-ntalion in the temple relntcd in an- 
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other Gospel, mutually exclude one another. AVIierevcr, as in this 
instance, the several criteria of the mythical chancier concur, the 
rcstdt is certain, and certain in proportion to the accumuhition of 
sucli giounda of evidence^ 

It may be that a narrative, standing alone, would discover but 
slight indications, or ]>crha|i», might |>resent no one distinct feature 
of the inythua; Iml it i* connected witii otiiers, or proceeds from the 
aotlKtr 1^ other narratives which exhibit unquestionable marks of 
a my tliicjil or legendary character ; and consequently susiHcion is lo- 
6ccted back from the latter, on tl»e. fonner. Kvery narrative, how- 
cvrr miraculou>s contains some details which might in themscli-es 
be historical, but which, in consequence of their connexion with the 
other supernatural incidetils, necessarily become equally donbtfuL 

In these last lemadts wc arc, lo a certain extent, anticipating 
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the question which ia, in condusion, to be conaiJerw! : viz,, whedier 
the mythical character ut restricted to tliosc loatiirca of tbo narra- 
tivc, upon whicli euch character is actually »lanipc(l ; and whether 
f fl contradiction between two accounts invalidate one account only, 
or both V Tliat is to nay, wluit i.t tin- [ireci.-te bouiid^tn' line between 
the historical and the uniitstoncal ?— tlie ino.it ditlleiilt (|ue3tian in 
the whole provincQ of criticism. 

In the first [ilace, irlioii two niirrativcii mutually exclude one 
another, one only i.t iltercliy |in)ve<l to be unhi-ttorical. If one bfi 
tmo the other nnist be &l$e, btit lltougU the one I»e faUe the other 
may be true. Thus, i» reference to the origiiiiil n^iidence of the 
parents of Je»u», we arc jitstified in a<li){itin)^ the account of I^Aike 
which placcA it at Nu)uii«l)i, to the cxdiuioo of that of ^lattbow, 
whiclt plainly snpjioM-^ it to liave bcvn at Itctlilchem ; and, cener* 
ally spcftkin^, ivhtn wc Iiave lo cliooi^c IxMweien two irrcconciteable 
accounts, in M^h-ciing ti» hijtoriciil thnt which i.t the Iea»t opposed 
to tlie Inw.t uf iiatun^, and hiLs llm loii^t corres^tondeiu-e wirli certain 
DftioiiaJ or parly opinion ii. liul upon a more parliiiilar ci'riiiider- 
aUoU' it will appear ttiat, since one account is t'aUc, it i» ]>osi«ib]« 
that the otlwr iiwy be so likewise: the existence of n mylhus re- 
specting some certain point, shows that tlic imaginntion has been 
active iu rrfcreflcc to that particular suljjcct ; (wc nc^'d only refer to 
the gcncalogic-s) : and the liistorical accuracy of cithrr of two such 
accounts cannot be relied upon, unless substantiated by its agreo- 
mcnt with some otlier well authenticated testimony. 

Concerning the dilTcrcnt parts of one and tbo satnc narrative : 
it might liC thought for irxiimplc, that though the appearance of an 
Bi^d, and liis lutnuuncciiieut to Mary that slic should he (he ^lother 
of thctle^Miiih, must ccitaiidy be regarded as unhistortcal, still, that 
Uoiy should huvo indulged this hopv before the birtli of the clilld, 
is not in itself incredible. But what should have excited this hope 
ia Mary's mind ? It is at once apparent that that which is credible 
in itacu is nevertheless unhistoncal when it ia so intimately con- 
nected wiili what ia incredible that, if you discard tlic latter, you at 
tlie same time remove the basis on which the Amner rciSta. Again, 
any action of Jesus represented as a miracle, when diTcstcd of tbo 
marrelloua, niij^ht be thought lo exhibit a perfectly natural occur- 
rence; with resjioct to some of the miraculous histories, tlie ex- 
pulsion of dcviU for instance, tluA might with some limitation, be 
possible. Itut for lliia reason alone : in these instan<:e.s a cure, m 
inAtuiiIanoous, and elfected by a few word.i merely, as it is dttitcribctr 
in the (.io3{)el«, is not psychologically incredible; so llial, llie cs- 
Mntial iu the-ic narrutivcs remains untouched. U in ditlerent in the 
cose of the hcJiling of a man bom blind. A natural cure could not 
hare be«^ eflectiMl otherwise llian by a gradual process; the narra- 
tire states the cure to have licen inmiediatc ; if theretbre the history 
be understood to record a natural occurence, the most essential par* 
ticolar is incorrectly represented, anil consequently all security for 
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Ihc truth of the otlxmim natonl remainder U gonc^ and tbe real 
fiict Miinot be disooTCivd witfaoat tke aid of arbitmrj conjecture. 

TLc following examples will serrc to illusltatc lh« mode of de- 
ciding in sach cases. Aceordinglo the narrative, as Slar/ entered 
tltc houac and saluted Iier cousin Elizabeth, who was then pvi^nanl, 
tbc labc Icapai in her womh, she was tilled with the noly Ohoal, 
and elie immediately addressed Marv as the Mother <^ tlie Ucitsiati. 
This account beara indubilable marks of an uiihistorieal cltaraclcr. 
Yet. it ia not, in itself, impossible that )lary should have paid a 
riait to her cousin, during whicli every tiling iveni on quite nalu- 
ralljr. Tlie fact is however tliat there sua [»jcbologieal dilTicullica 
connected with this journey of tlic bi-trollied; and lliut tlte vi.-«it, and 
even tJtc relationship of llie two ivoinen, tieein to luve originated 
entirely in the wish to exhibit a connexion Ijetwecn liic niotlie.r of 
John tJje Baptist, and llic mother of the JfeiMialt. Or when in tlie 
historv of the tran<(figiirulioii it ia stated, tliat the men who a{>* 
peared with Jesim on thi*. Mount weir; Mosi-jt anil KIiiL#; and that 
the brilliancy whicli illuminaTed Je:iHK wan tmin-Tiiatiiral ; it might 
seem here also tliat, after deducting the marvellous, Ute prcwncfi of 
two men and a bright moniiiic beam might be tetained aa the his-/ 
lorical £icts. But tho legend was picaispoeted, by virtue of tlio 
coirent idea concerning tus relation of tlie Measiah to tltcAe two 
ptoiAets, not merely to make any two men (whoae perftons, object, 
and conduct, if they wero not what the narralive iepre;iciit!< tliero, 
remain in tho highest degree mysteriooa) into .Moaes and l-^ttaM, but 
to create the whole occurrence ; and in like maimer not mervly to 
conceive of some certain illumutalion a« a uipcnialunil cfTulgenoe 
{whicli, if a iialural one, in much cxa^etsted and niii>n;pre»cnted\, 
bat to create it at once after tlic pattern of the brightness which ti* 
luiniiied the face of Moses oh ilount SinaL 

Hence ia derived tho follijwingrajiv Where not merely tlte jiar- ■ 
licular nature and raanncTcT^iioceurrcncc is critii:»lly suspicious, U 
its external circumstancca represented as miraculous and the like; ^ 
but where likewise the essentia] substance and groundwork is eitlicr 
inconceivable in itself, or is in striking luirmony with some SIcssi- 
auic idea of tlic Jews of that age, then not the |>articular alleged 
cotuae and mode of the transaction only, but the entire occurrence 
must be regarded as nnhistoricol. Where ou the conlrarr, the tonn 
only, aiH) not the general contents of (he narration, exhihiu (Iw) 
cbuacteriftica of the unhistorical, it is at least possible to i<uppom 
a kente) of historical &ct ; oltliiongh wo can nerer eonAdently decide 
whether this kernel of fiict actuuly cxbts, or in what it coosists; 
nnlcits, indeed, it be di^covemble &om other sources. In legemiary 
nanativca, or narrtlircs ombdliabod hy the writer, it is le*s difli- 
cttlt, — by divesting llwm of all that hotniya itaclf as fictiltoiis ima- 
gery, exaggeration, &c, — by endeavouring to abstract from them 
erciy cxtraneoua adjunct and to fill no every hiatus — to succeed, 
proximately at least, in separating the historicat groundwork. 
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The boundary line, however, between the historical and the un- 
historicai, in records, in which aa in our Gospels this latter element 
ia incorporated, will ever remain fluctimting and unsusceptible of 
precise attainment. Least of all can it be expected that the first 
comprehensive attempt to treat these records from a critical point of 
view shoold be successful in drawing a sharply defined line of de- 
marcation. In the obscurity which criticism has produced, by the 
extinction of all lights hitherto held historical, the eye must accus- 
tom itself by degrees to discriminate objects with precision ; and at 
all events the author of this work, wishes especially to guard him- 
self^ in those places where he declares he knows not what happened, 
from the imputation of asserting that he knows that nothing hap- 
pened. 



FIRST PIRT. 



HISTORy OF THE BIRTH AND CHILDHOOD OF JESUS. 



CEIAPTKR L 
ANNUNCIATION AND BIRTH OF JOHK THE BAPTIST. 



f 17. ACCOUNT GIVES Ur U:KK.' IMMEDIATK, HLTKIWATIIRAL 
ClUaACrCR OF THE I1EFKE8£\TATI0X. 

Each of llic firar Kiimgclitils rcpretienUi tlie pulilic minlstrj- of 
JcHuii u prvcixlwl hy tlint of Joliii ttic ItaptLtt ; but jt is peculiar 
to Luke to make tiic Ba|><i«t tlie ivectit-jtor of llift SIciisinh in refer- 
ence also to tbe event of lils birth. 'ITiU aocomit lInJ« alugilimate 
filuce in u work <)cvotO(l cxcliuively to the con»i<lcnilion of the 
He of Jesus: tirttly, on nccotuit of the intimate connexion which 
it exhilnts as sub^i^tii^ from tlie very comroenccmnul bcln-ecn the 
life of John iin<l tin.'! life of Jesus; and ft«oouilly, because it coiuti- 
tales m valuablv wntribulion, aiding easeiiliaUy towards the forma- 
tion of u correct eatiniate of the general character of the gospel nar- 
ralivcs. The opinion tliat the In-o firat chnptcra of Lake, of whicli 
thiR jtartinilur lii.tlory fomis a portion) arc n subsequent and uiiau- 
thonlic addition, i^ tho ancritical assumption of a da.as of theolo- 
^ans who felt that tho hisioir of the childhood of Jesus seemed lo 
rc^iuiro a mythical inteiprctaiion, hut yet demurred to a])ply the 
oomparativc^ modem mj-thical view to tbc remaijidcr t/S tho 
Go^eLt 

A piouA aaoerdotal pair had lived and ^wn oM in the ch«ria)ied, 
bat tuirealized hope, of becomii^ parents, ivhcii, on a certain daj, 

* It maj httv tM olM(rTg4. oora Im M, Ikat ■bamnr in tko folloirlniE ioquiir tlu 
DBM "HatUint," "Lllk^* Ao, an atti. It I* IIm ■uibornr lb* rnnnl G«p«U wbo b 
Ikai bfkl7 iDAtaMd, qsll* lifw^w U iw vf th» qHMlaa irklbo riiinr at Uw Go^ab «m 
wtkiM hjanapsula or 4lKl(ilo tl dwtiuaMvor Igr abler nADOWBHlktr. f Sm 
EaiDSl dam. ia Loc, PioIt(. p. Ml, 
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aa tlic priest i^ ofTcring inoenae in the sanctuaiy, the nngcl Gnbrid 
appears to him, aiul promises him a son. who elinll lire conitccrntod 
to God, and wito ghall be the harbinger of the Klv^iali, to prepare 
his way when hv shall visit and redeem his people, '/.aciiaiiag, how- 
ener, is incredulous, and doubts the predietion on account of hi« own 
Advanced nge and that of his wife; whereupon the wigi-I, both as a 
sign and a^ n punishment, strikes him dumb until the time of it« 
xooomplishnicnt ; an Inflietion which endures until the (lay of the 
circumcision of the actually bom son, when the father, being calli^d 
upon to assign to the child the name prcdctcnntned by the angid, 
vuddcnly reoovers his speeeh, nnd with the regained powrrs of ut- 
temnou, breiiks forth in a hymn of praise. (Luke i. 5 — 2!>. 57 — 80.) 
It M evidctitly the object of this gospel nceoniit lo rPjin'SPiil a 
■erica of «xtemal and mimculous occurrences. The ammuiiteimmt 
of llie birth of the forciunner of the Messixh is divinely communi- 
cated by the a[)piiritioa of a celestial »fpiril; th« conception takett 
[Jacc under the particular and prctematural ble»«iiig of Ood ; and 
tlio inflietion ntid removal of dumlme-ss are (-tTecliHl by extraiordinary 
mean*, litit it i?i quite another qiicytioii, whi'thi^r wc can accMhi to 
the view of the antlior, or can I'ecl roTivineed tiiat t!ie birtli of the 
Bapliat u-ns in fact preceded by such a. series of miracHloii:* events. 
The first cflcnce against our mo<lem notions in this iiurTaliv« is 
the appearand; of thrt angid: tlic c%'ent contomplitted in it»elf, an 
well as the peculiar circumstances of the apparition. With respect 
to the L-ilter, the angel amiuiiiice.f himdclf lo be Oairid lhat»tiinda 
in (fiC pne^nce of t/Oii- Now il is iiiconofiivable that the conalilii- 
tion ot' the celestial hier.ircliy eboiild actually oorre*|>oiid with the 
notions entertained by tlte Jews subseijucjit to the exile ; and that 
tlK names g)\'cn to the angels tthould be u) the language of this 
[leople.* Here the supranaturali^t tinds hiniitelf in a (filcmina, even 
upon his own ground. Had the belief in oclesltal beings, occupy- 
ing a particular slalioii in tlie court of heaven, and distinguuihcd by 
C articular namc^s, originated (j-oin the revealed religion of the IIc- 
rews, — had such a belief been cstxibli^died by Slo.'ics, or some later 
prophet, — then, according to the view* of the tuprai^toralLit, liicy 
might, nay they must, lie udtiiitled lo lie correct. Uut il is in the 
Haccahfcan Danielf and in the apucryplial 'robil,^ that this doctrine 
of angels, in ile more precis*! form, first appears ; and it is evidently 
a product of the influence of the Zend rt-ligioii of the Persians on 
the Jewish mind. We liave the testimony of the Jews themselves, 
that tliuy brought the nameji of the angebt witit tiietn from Baliylon.§ 

■ raoliB, •wgvi. [ludbudi, I A. 8. 7$ f. OG, Biun, bgbr, Mrthol. 3 IM. S. SIS f. 
f Iter« Mlcluu:! U tftllsd vmiv/ tiu elurj pnarrt. % llcrt ttaphiol l> ni'rrKUIi'il u nu 
tfAiiiraiaa^iiil^..h3Bmaaimith'/oTTllu^>iye/tiikJyVM: ("1 oMi. ili. l/l.^iftlmnm 
l)U t»taa n li-ilirirl in l.ult* i. IS., tiKr.)iiln^ ihn iiH'Ultiin of Ihi; oumlivr. Thin nnmlwr 
Il in liiiilmiun <if iIk rmian Ain>clX»|Mn<li>. ViJ. ll< W<tlB, UIil. Uo^ailk. } lil. Ii. 
{ Illrmt. RMcb huchtnak X. ItI, 4. (Lixfatfout, bona Iiubr, Bl Ulmud. In |V. Evui^^ 
]>■ TSi.)\ lt.Simtvt tea /juAuiA Jirii: nffiia itaj/rlaruia aitntAramI in huihu Itni4ii tt 
Oalg l i M r. Xa» aMaarfntim alt ^b^l^^l^il nil n' unut riaittrmiAiin, SrrafMm lUltnait 
M^ariun, J«i. vL; alpml! tir Gatritl, Dan. ii. 31, Mklnll fnacf}n rwttcr, Daa. x. 31. 
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Hmkc arista a fieries of (in««tkms extremely pcqikxing to th« bu- 
pruuturalist. Was llw aodrinc Gibe to long n« il continued to be 
the exclusive nosi>c«iiion of tliC Jn-ntlK'nH, but true as soon aa il lK^- 
camc adopted by tli€ Jew*? or was it at all titni-a equally tme, and 
was an iraportant tnilli discovered by an idoIiitrou9 nntion sooner 
tluin by Iho people of (!od? If nations shnt out from a particnlar 
and divine re\'plation, arrived at tratli \iy the llglit of reason alone. 
BOoncT (ban iIk Jews who were guided by tliat rerclalion, then 
either the revelation was xuiicrflnous, or its influence was mea-ly 
negative: tliat L% it operated ait a check to the im^iatnnr acquisi- 
tion of knonlcdj^e. If, in order to escape this ("on^twiui-tiCT, it be 
contended that tnitlis were revealed by the divine inlhience to other 
people besidcH t!»e Istraclile^, the st^pranatunilislic point of view is 
annihilated ; anil, i'mw all things contaJnol in religions which con- 
tradkt eatli olher raiiiiot have wen rextaled, we are compelled to 
cxcrci^ a critical <liscriniination. Thus, we find it to be by no 
tneana in hariitony with mn cIe%T»lcd com-eplion of Ood to repTcscnt 
him aa au eartlily monanji, surroundctl by his court : and when an 
appeal ia iititde, in behalf of tlie reality of angeix ulanding round tlie 
throne, to the rcaaonable belief in a gradnatcd acale of crcnti^d intel- 
ligences,* the JcwLih representation is not therebr justified, but 
merely a modem conception mibatitalcd for it. Wo «hould, thnsi, 
be driveik to tlio cxiwdicut of siii^x»iing an accommodation on th« 
I«rt of (Jod: that he sent a celestial spirit wilh the command to 
simulate a rank and title which did not l>elong to him, in order tliat, 
W this oonfbnniw to Jewish notions, he might insure the belief of 
the fiitber of the baptist. Since however it appears tliat Xacliarias 
did not believe the angel, but was first convinced by the result, the 
accommodation provcJ fVuilWft, and consequently couhl not have 
been a divine arrangement. With regard to the name of the angt'!, 
and the improbability that a celestial being should bear a Hebrew 
name, it Iut.t beun rvmarked tliat the wora Qabriol, taken appclla- 
lively iu the sense of Jtfiiw of Ood, veiy appropriately designates 
the nature of the heavenly visitaiil ; and since it may be rendered 
with thL* siguili cation into every different lansungt-, the name can- 
not bp daid to be restricted to tlie Ilebrcw.t This explanation how^ 
ever leaves the difficulty quite unsolved, since it con»Trts into a 
simple appellative a name evidently employed as a proper name. 
In this caiie likewise an accommodation must be sapposotl, namdy, 
titat the augel, in orJer to indicate his teal nature, appropriated a 
name which lie did not actually bear: an Rcoommo<hitioii already 
jud^d in the foregoing remarks. 

Itut it h not only tlie name and the alleged station of the angel 
whicli shock our modem itlcas, wc also feci his discourse awl His 
oomluet to be unwortliy. Pautus indeed suggests tlwt none bat a 
le\-iiical pfksl, and not an angel of Jeliovah, could have conceived it 

* OMaiiMa. UiaiKlMr Cmpmcaur rm X. T., 1 TbI. S. Tt. (Sw A<A>ca> C«ap. 
lliifflMiui, 6. 1st t t OlAwuca, « tap. Itofrtmum, S. laa. 
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necetsarjr tluit th« boy xbouJd live in nawirite alii<teRiiou.8nc«s,* bat 
to this il may be answirrwt that iiic angel also iiiidit liave known 
tliat under lliis form John wuuUI obluin greater iiitlneiii^e with tlic 
people. But iherc i» a more importJiiit dimailty. When /uclinriits, 
OTCrcoine by jtnqirijte, lluabis tJie |iroini«e ami lulu for a sign, this 
natural incn'dnlily is reganlcKl by llic ungcl lut a erinjc, an<l imme- 
diately [uiniflhcd with dumbncs:*. Tlioiigl) fomc mav not coincide 
witfi FnuluH that a mil angel would liavv Uuded llic i<{)irlt of inijuiry 
evinced by the iiric^t, yel all will agree in the wtinorit, tliat conduct 
BO imperious is Iei<« in character with a truly ct-JwilinI Ix'ing than 
witlt tlie iiolioua Ihe Jew» of lliat time cntvituned of ttuch. More- 
over we do not lind in the wJiok province of BupriuuUuralisin a par- 
allel seventy. 

The in«taitcc cited by FauliiH, of Jchovali's far milder frcalmvnt 
of Abraham, who ii»U» precisely the same question unrepruved. Gen. 
XV. 8, is refuted by OUhauscn, because lie considers the words of 
Abraham, cha|>. v. 6, an evideneo of liis faith ; but this obscr^'atioa 
docs not apply to chap, xriii. 12, where the greater incredulity of 
Saralt, in a similar case, remains itnjmni.shed ; nor lo chap. xvii. 17, 
where Abraham hinifiidf is not even blamed, though the divine 
promise appears lo him so incredible tks to excite laughter. The 
(xamplc of Jlaiy is yet closer, who (Luke i. 34.^ in rtijjard to a utill 
greater improbtibilily, but one which waa Bimiiarly Uixlarcil by a 
special lUviiio messenger to be no impo5i<ibilily, jmts exactly lite 
sunc question as Zacliarias ; so that we inu^t agree with I'aulus that 
such inconsislency certainly cannot belong to the conduct of God or 
of a cdestical lifing, but merely lo the Jewish rcpR-Kciitntion of 
them. Feeling the objectionablene»:4 of the representation in its ol- 
tsting fonn, ortliodox tlieolo^an^ have invented various niotives to 
justify this iiiiliclion of dunibncts. liess lias atli^mptcd lo scrvcn 
it from the reproach of an arbitrary procedure by regarding it as the 
only ineiins of keeping »ecret, even against the will of the nrieat, an 
event, the premature proclamation ot wliicli might have been fol- 
lowed by tlisitstntus conseijuencej', i>iniilur to those which attended 
the announcement by the wise men of the birth of the child Jcaus-t 
But, in the lirst place, the angel says notiiing of such an object, he 
inflicts the dumbne:«s but as a sign and uunishmcDt ; eccoDoly, the 
loss of speech did not hinder Zauinnas from communictiling, at any 
nlo to his wife, the main features of the apparition, since wc sec 
tluit she was acipiainted with the destinwl name of the child before 
appeal was iiia4le to the father, 'riilrdly, what cud did it acrvc thus 
to render diHicult the communication of the miraculous annunciation 
of tlte unborn babe, fince no sooner was it bom than it was at onoc 
exposed to all the dreaded diuigcrs? — for ihc fatlicr's sudden re- 
coveiy of epeceh, anil the cxtraonlinar)- scene at the circumciaion 
excited attention and became noised abroad in nil tlic country. 01s- 

" t!t *up. 8. Ti. t Guchlchle der dtcl lestio Lclionijihr* Juu, mimdI dniMii Ju- 
gcnilgrirhidiU. Tiilringca ITTd. l.]iii.S, 12, 
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baoacn's ^-iew of the lliinc is more admixflUe. H« Kganb tlto wliole 
proc«oling, aud c>^pe4iial1j tlio danibuejct, h» a uioral tnuitin" d<;»- 
tinecl to tracJi Zacfiams to know aiid conquer liU want of taitli." 
But of this loo wc have no mention in th« tojct : Iwaides, tlie iiiwx- 
pccloil itccQtnuliAhincnt of iho prediction would liavc mado /itcharia^ 
snf&civtidy asnatncd of hia unbelief, if implead of inliicting duinbncsit 
tlic angel had merely rvmonslralcd with Iiim. 

But buncvcr worthy of God wc might grant the conduct of liui 
DifiSM'ngrr to have been, still many of the present day will find an 
■i^^ic apparition, ag suc-U, incredible. Bauer insLals llutt wherever 
flligeb a]>pmr, botli in lite New Testament and in the Old, the naiv 
rativv IK iiiylliicni.t Kvcn admitting the cxiMcncc of angels, we 
catuiol cuppotte them capable of manifesting ihcmseh-cs to human 
IxHngjs since they belong to the invisiUe world, and spiritual cxisl- 
vaccs arv not cognizable by the organs of sense ; so that it ia always 
advisable to refer tlteir pretended apparitions to tbc imagination. { 
It ix not pTDbal)l<\ it is addeil, that Ood should make tise of them 
according to the popular noliun, for tlie-=e. apparition:) luive no ap- 
[Htreiit udctpintt- wbji-et, tliey serve g<-(i('ral!y only to gratify ciirioaity, 
or to eiicouragR man's dt3]>o«ition paMivelj to Iea^'0 his aGEiirs in 
higher handa.il It U also remarkable tliat in the old worid thcao 
celestial bcinga show ihcmaclvea active upon the smallest occaaiona, 
whilat in modem times they reniaiii idle even during the moat im- 
portant occurrences. J But to deny their appearance and agency 
among men ia to call in question their veiy being, becanso it ia pre- 
cisely this occupation which is a main object of their cxiatencc- 
(IIcK i., 14.) According to Schlciermacherf wc cannot indeed acta- 
ally disprove the existence of ongela, yet the concejition ia one which 
could not have ni^naled in our time, bnt belongs wholly to the 
ancient ideas of the world. The bcUef in ongeU haa a twofold root 
or soBice: the one the natural desire of the mind to presuppose a 
lai^;;cr amount of inteUigcnce in the unirerae than is realised in the 
human race. We who live in these days lind this desire satisfied 
in the conviction tltat other worlds exist besides our own, ai>d arc 
ncoplod by inlclligejit beings; and thus the tirat source of the belief 
in angels ia destroyed. Tlie Other aource, naimdy, the rcjnesenta- 
tion ol' God as an carlhty monarch eUTTomwled by his court, contra* 
diets ail enlightened conceptions of Deity; and furilier, the pheno* 
metia in the nnlural world and the transitions in human life, which 
were fonnerly thought to be wrought by God himself through minis- 
tering ongcb, we arc now able to explain by natuiul causes ; ho tliut 
the beliel id angela b without a link by which it cam atladi itself to 
rightly apprelieuded modem idcaa : and it exists only as a lifeleas 
tnidition. Tlie result is lh« same if, with one of tlw hiie^t writers 
on the doctrine of angda,* wc consider as the origin of this repr«- 

■ BtU. Canm. 1, & US. f U*>>> UphO. K. 8. SIS. ] Baofr. at >u^ I. S, 110. 
Puliu, cnfrU llaadlMteb, 1, ■ 71, I I^uIm, CdfliBwiitar. L S. li. | lt»u, ol tup, 
5 Ubu!>M»l<bm, t Thl. f i: »■ ia (2m Au«it«> • Biitta, Stodnn Jtr rrai« 
tMitlicbkHi Wan«Dii«ix^ li, S; J^ tl S 
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enilation, mimV d(^ire to acpatatc the two aidea of his moral nnlure, 
and (o conU'JHiilale, aa bciiiga existing cxlcrniil to himself, anguU 
and devils. I'or, the origin of both reprcaontations remains mfjely 
i<ii(>jec(iri-, llie angel bcinw simply tlic ideal of orcitcd pafcction ; 
wlikii, lin it was famicd from the tfiibordiiutCc point of riuvr of A 
fanciful iiiiaj^-iiiatioii. disapuciirs from the higher and moQj comprft- 
liensivc ob.'tL'rvalioii of ihe mtellccl." 

Olaliaui^en, on the other hand, seeks to dwiucc n posilivis argu' 
meat in favour of the reality of the opparrttiou in question, from 
those vcrj' reasonings of the present ij-ij- which, in tiicl, ncgalive 
the esisteiicc of angels ; nnd he does »o hy viewing Ihe siiiijw:t on 
ita spoen la live side. He is of opinion ihnt, ihcgosLwl narnilivo doe« 
not contradict just views of t!i« worhl, ninety Uod U immanent in 
the universe and moves it hy his brcutii.t Hnt if it ha trun tiist 
God ia iinraaneiit in the world, [weeiaiJy on thnt account is the in- 
tcnrcntion of angds superfliioni<. It is only n Deity who dwells 
Rpiirt, throned in hcavfiii, who roquires to si-iid down his nngeU to 
fulfil iiis purposB* on earth. It would (-\cil« surprise to find OIs- 
luusen nr^iing thus, did we not ))(^r<:cive from the mnniicr in which 
Ibis interpreter constantly treats of aiifj'hjliigy and livnionology, that 
lie does not consider angcU to be independent i>eTsoiialcnlitie.s; but 
n^uij» ihcni mtlier ns divine powers, Iraiisitor^- emanations and 
fulguralions of the Divine Being. Tim.* OUhausenV coneeption of 
anscls, in thfir relation lo God, seems to eorri'-ijioHil with the Sa- 
bedlian doctrine of the Trinity; but as bis is no! the reprwcntation 
of the Bible, as also the ar^itnents in favour of the ibriuer prove no- 
thing in relation to the latter, it ia oseleaa to enter into further ex- 
planation. The reasoning of this same theologian, that wo nmst 
not require the ordinarines-i of every day life fi>r the most pregnant 
epochs in the life of the human race ; that the inoaniation of the 
eternal woi-d was accompanied by e.^lraordiuary m.nni festal ions from 
the world of spirits, uncalled for in times loss rich in momentous 
rc3ult8,t rests upon a roisanpreliension. For (he ordinary course of 
everyday life ia inteiniptcu in aucli moments, by the very fact tliat 
exalted beings like the Baptist are bom into the world, and it would 
be puerile to designate aa ordinary those times and circumstanejis 
whioh gave birth and maturity to a John, because llicy wcrt; nii- 
cmbeilislkeil by angelic anpaiilions. 'I'hal whidi the aphiiual world 
doe* for ours nt such periods is to send extraordinary human infelli- 
genecs, not to cauiw angcla, to ascend and descend. 

Finally, if, in vindication of tliia narrative, it bo staled lluvl .snoh 
on ejthibilion by the nngel. of the plan of education for the unborn 
child, was rieecss;irj- in order to make him the man he should be- 
conie,$ (lie assumption includes too much: mmiely, that all great 
men, in order by their education to become sucli, mual have ooea 
introduced into the world in like manner, or cause must bo shown 

• Compnr.- my DosiMin, i. { (3. f Ilil,!, Cimrii, I, Tli, S, I 111. J in lup 3. 92. 
I IltH, GchJilL'tiu dur drai bui«a I.t1a>n>iiibro Jnu u, a. w, I, 'I'U, 8> I3, 33, 



AXStntaATTOX ASD BTirrn of the BAPTtST. 



83 



why tliat which wa.* unnnocAsitiy in tlic case of great men of other 
•gea aad countries w«a indixucn^^lc for tltc Baptist Again, llic 
sssitni]>tio[i attadiea too niuuli in){Hir1«nce to ext'-m»l ttnitiing. too 
little to the intemnl dcvclojuJieiii of the miiiO. Hut in couthuHioii. 
maiiT of the circumstaiicps ii) llio life of ihe ItHjiti^t, iiiitlc.itl of 
eening to confirm 3 hdief in (he. truth of the niinii-iilou.i hiiitorv, 
an; on tlic *;onlTaiy, as Iia^* hofii justly niaiiilaiued, allogirlher irre- 
concil»il>1c with tlie 8U])poitilSuii, thai hU birtJi was attciidcil by 
those wonderful occurrences. If it were indeed true, tliat John was 
from tin: first distinctly and miraculously announced as the fons- 
mnncr of the Messinh, it is iixronceivable that he should have had 
no Rcqu»intjincc with Jesus ]>rior to his baiitlsm ; and tliat, even 
Eul>fict|ucnt to that event, he should have felt perplexed concerning 
Ills Mcssiahship. (John i,. ^0; Matrh. si., 2.^ 

Consequently the n^alivi concluaioii of tiic mtiomdistic criti* 
cism and controversy must, we think, bo admitted, nunicly, llint 
the birth of (he Ripiist could not have been preceded atnl nitvndiid 
hy these siiiienialural occurrences. The question now ariito.*, wliat 
PMititv view uf the iiiiittnu- is lo replace llie rejected literal ortho- 
ao.^ explanation ? 



I 18. NATURAL EXPLAVATIOX OF TUB NARRATIVC 

Is treating the narrative before 11s according to tbc rationalistic 
method, which requires tlio separation of the pure fact from the 
opinion of interested persons, tlw; simplest alteration is this : to re- 
tain the two leading facts, the apparition and the dumbness, as 
actual external occurrences; but to account for them in a natural 
mauiMir. This were possible with respect to the apparition, by sup- 
posing th.-it n man, niislAken by Zacharias for a oivinc mMsengcr, 
really npjvan-d lo him, and addressed to him the words he bdievctl 
he hcnnl. But this explanation viewed in connexion wilh tlie 
nilviidaul circunistiuwcs, being (00 improbable, it became neceasairy 
to go ft step further, and to transform the Qvcnt from an exienial 
to an internal one ; to remove the ucoanvncc out of the physical 
into tlie .p»yclioloeical woihl. To this view tlic opinion of Uahrdt, 
that a flaah of lij^ilnitig wa* jKrliajM mistaken by Zacharias for an 
angelft forms a transition ; since he ntfribute.i tltc greater part of 
the scene to Zacliarta-Vs imagination. Itut tliat any man, in an 
ordinary stale of mind, could have created so long and consecatlTC 
a dialogue out *A a tiash of tigliiiilng is incredible. A peculiar men- 
tal stato must be sup|)Oscd; whether it bo a swoon, the cflcct of 
fri^it occasioned by the lighttiing.t but of this there is no trace ia 
the text ; (no falling down as in AeU ix., 4.) ; or, abandoning the 
nolioQ of the li^liiaing, a dream, which, howe^'or, could scarcely 

■ Ront ia link*'* Uumm i, 4. S. TS3 f. Oablcr In ariann BMaL tb»L Jennul, 
vii. L 3> <0a. t H"<^ Ohn JIk Bil<rl liu \ abiUran (Abhi. rnakfat luil LtipilK. 
ISOO), lie* Bbulvbrn. Gm Briat, 3. il t. ; Bihrdt, ul mp. !s 5% 
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occur wbilal burning inccnac in the; temple. TIcncc, it liu Insn 
fuund ncc-eftflary, witli Ptiulus, to call to iiinul tluit there arc waking 
visions or i-utasica, in n-fiich llic imagination cont'ouniU internal 
images with external occurn^tnces.* Sucli ccrilofitcs, it ia tiuc, are 
not common : but snya I*aulus, in 2^c)inTiii8's cnae many circant- 
stAHCca combined to produce so unuKual a etuto of mind. Tbo ex- 
citing caujca were, firstly, tlic iong-clicrialicd desire to have a 
foatcrity; secondljr, tlic exalted vocation of administering in the 
loly Place, offering up with the inccn»e the prayers of the people 
to the throne of JcIiovhIi, which seemed to Zau^arias to foretoken 
the acccpl.wicc of hla own prayer ; and thirdly, perlinps an exhorta- 
tion from his wife as be leu his house, similiir to tliat of Rachel to 
Jacob. Gen. xxx., L (') In this higldy cxcitctd state of mind, as lie 
prays in the dimly-lighted Eanctnary, he thinks of bis most ardent 
wisL, and expecting that now or never his prayer shall be beard, 
he is prepared to aiscem a si^ of its acceptfince in the slightest 
occurrence. As the glimmer of the lamps falls upon tho ascending 
cloud of incense, and shapes it into varying forms, llie priest im- 
agines he perceives the figure of an angel. The apparition at first 
atarms him ; but he soon regards it as an assurance from God that 
his prayer is heard. No sooner does a tram^ient doubt cross his 
mina, than the sensitively pious priest looks upon hiin^lf as sinful, 
believes himself reproved l>y the angel, and — here two explanations 
arc [wssible — either an apoplectic seinui-e octually deprives him of 
speech, which he receives lis the just puni^Iiment of his incredulity, 
till the excessive joy he experiences at tlie circumcision of his son 
restores the jiower of utterance: so tliat llic dumbness is retained 
B8 an cxUtiihI, physical, though not inirainiloiu', occurronee ;t or the 
procewiiiig is ji^ychwlngiciilly undi-rslixid, iiamtUy, lliat Ziicharias, 
in accuithuicc with .t Ji-wi:tli ;>u|K.'r.'<lIiigii, fijr u time dmiiod himself 
tlie use of the offcndiiig membe.r.t ]l(;-utiIiiiiiIod in olhttr re.i^pccts 
by the extraordinary went, lltu priest returns home to liis wife, and 
sue becomes a second Surah. 

With regard (o this account of the uiigcliv apparition given by 
Paulns, — and the otiier explunations arc citlier of essentially similar 
clumictcr, or arc so tiianifcstly uiitenahic, «.* not to nccil ikfu tat ion- 
it may be observed that tlic object bo laboriously striven after i» not 
attained. I'aidus fnila to free the narrative of the luaricllous; for 
by bis own admission, the majority of men have no e.xjmrienec of 
the kind of vision hero supposed.^ If such a slate of ccdiasy occur 
in particular case*, it must result cither from n pM»lisp<).'<ilion in the 
individual, of which we find no sign in Ziicliariiis, and which his 
advanced age must have rendered highly improbiihle ; or it must 
liave been induced by some peculiar cireunistaiicej, which tofjilly 
lail in the present insluiicc|| A hope which lias been long indulged 

• EiG^L lluidb. I, •. 8. T< IT. f Bahrdl. nt Nip. Ttli Iiri«f, S. SO.— E. F. QImf 
<i» MdeD enlen Kapilal doi Haltktiu und Luku, In IlTakc't M«t:a^n. v. L g, IGil. 
Bwia, hnlir. Ujtbol. S, K 230. [ ¥.xt^t. liindin I. u, S. TT— ^. J I't (Up. S, '3, 
I Coniib Si^UinnucImr (ibw (Us Sduiflea lit Luku, S. ilk 
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is inadcr|iuitR to tlw prodaction of ecstatic rvbcmfincc, and the act 
of burning inmiisc !« inxaKtctent to cAoee so cxlraordinfuy an ex- 
citoinciil, in it |iricMl who lias grown olil in tlw service of the temple, 
ThiLi Faiilu:< liii* in fiict subslifaleii a minwle of cliance for a mir- 
acle of (ioi. Hiioiih] it l»e wiiil thut to Goil nothing is impossible, 
or to ulmucc nothing t* impossible, botli QxpUnations arc oqtuUjr 
procariooa and un.tcieiitific. 

Indeed, tlic duinlmc^.i of Ziuhnriax as explained from this point 
of Ticw is very uiiMali.^factor}.'. Voi had it bocn, aa according to 
one cx[>Ianatioi), the nMult of apoplexy ; admitting Paalua's rclVr- 
enoe to I^v. xxL, 16, to be set awde by the contrary remark of 
Lagbtfoot,* Hlill, we inu:<l Join with Se-hleiermaclieT in wotllh^^rl" 
how i{acliaria.s notwithittjmding this apoj^ectic scixure, returned 
home in other re»)>cct:t lieiilthy and vigorous ;t and that in «pite of 
paTtial paralysis lii.« general Hlrengtii was unimpaired, and his loug- 
cberiabed liojw fiilfdii-nL It mu.tt alio lie rt^rded an a ittrango 
OMneidencc, tliat tlie fatbcr*!i tongne ithould liave been loosnd ex- 
actly at the time of the cirvnmciAion ; for if the recovery of spcoch 
is to be considered as the eflecl of joy,{ surely the father niiut have 
been far more oUtod at the birth of the camestly-dcsired son, than 
at the eircumciaion ; for by that time ho would have become accua- 
tODKd to the possesion of his child. 

The other explanation : that Zacbarias'a sQcncc was not from 
any physical impediment, but Irom a notion, to be psychologically 
explained, that he ouzht not to speak, is in dirtct contradiction to 
the words of Luke. What do all tlie passages, collected by Paulus 
to show that ov ^vvofuu may signify not only a positive twit jMtso, 
but likewise a mere non giMtinere,i Drove against tbo clear moaning 
of tlie passage and its context? Ii perhaps tlic narrative phriL^e, 
(v. 22.) WK ^SvvoTo AoA^dtM aitriMf might be forced to be-ir this 
TCnite, yel CT^rlainly in ibe supposed vision of j^harias, had tlie 
ai^ only forbidden him to spcat, instcjul of de|mviiig him of tlie 
power of spcccli, he w.>uld not have said: ual l^ oiunitv, /i^ arvOfupof 
yjiX^ffcu, but I«* mwiwviirfS' imj^p^anf J^AiJffa*. The words 6*'ttnm 
«0^ {v. 21.) also most naturally mean actual dumbnws. This 
view assumes, and indeed neccsjwrily so, that the gospel histoty is 
a correct report of liie account given by Zu^harias himself ; if then 
it be denied rluit tlie dumbness was actoal, us Zaoliarias affirms 
that actual dundine-ts was announced to hira by the angel, it roust 
be admittwl that, though perfeclly able to speak, lie belie\-ed him- 
self to be dumb ; wliicn leads to tbc conclusion tluit lie was mad : 
an impulalion not to bo laid upon the fnlhcr of the Itapliiit without 
oompulsorv evitlencc in the text. 

Again, the natural explanation makes too light of the incredibly 
accurate AJlilmcnt of a prediction originating, as it auppoacs, in an 

• Ho™ bit*. « uiin>i4. «d. Curtor. ^ T12. 1 Ut np. S. M. t Eumpla bON 
nwcd from Aalui UnlUu, i. 9, tui frua Valcrtiu IbiOinu*. I, 8, ara tUaL { Ul m- 
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uiinntnnJ, over-cxcitcd state of mind. In no other proxniicc of in- 
qiiirv woiikl tliv riatlizntion of a )*rcdiclion wlik-li owcO its l>irtli to 
II vi.iioii \v fuiirnl cniilibli:, even Ijy tlic Rut lonfl list. If I>r. Paulus 
were lo HMwl that a »oniti«inlmlist, in n xttttv of oottusy, liail futxs 
lold the birth of a chilil, umlcr cirt;um»t«nc<;s in the hi^iiost degree 
imjfrobablf! ; and iiol only uf u rJiild, Itut of u bov; aiiu hiul nwro- 
over, with tici!uniiti> niiniiloncsii, pn^diL'lf'.l iii:« fulurc nio<lc of lite, 
cliaracter, and pojiitioii in hi:;torv; and tliat mch juirlicuLir Iiad 
been cxaclly veriltod liy lliu ivsult: would he Ittid mii^b a (:oiiia> 
denco credible? Slosl a«!iurc<lly to no Iniinan being, under any con- 
ditions witalsoQver, would he concede tiie powvr tliu» to |>enelTate 
the niOi>t myalerions workings of nature! ; on iht; cotitrary lie would 
00m[>lain of the otilragu on human fretswill, which 'm nnuihiLated 
by ihu adini-tition that a iiuin'.s onliie inliJI<Ttnul and moral devel- 
Ojmiciit may tio [irodt.-tcriuint'il like tbt- inovi-inonts of a clock. And 
lie (vonid on ibiH very grciund complain of the inaccuracy of obder- 
vntioii, and untniiitwoi'tliinc-Hs of tlie ix'^torl, whicli n.'])re!<ented, as 
matters of fact, things in tlicir very nature inipu.^Niblv. Why dots 
lie not. follow tlie same nile with ri-.ijH-et ly liie New Toslanicnl 
nurralivc ? VTliy admit in iht^ one case what lie rcjccis in the otlierV 
Is biblical hi.itiiry to be judged by ouo si-1 of lawH, and profane his- 
tory by another? — -An ii.«.-<iim|ition wlii';h the Rulionali^t is coin- 
iwlletl to makt^ if he iiduiilK as credible in the (jiodjH.-U tlial which 
le rejects as tinworlliy nf crt-dit in every other liijtiory — which ia in 
fiict lo fall back on the ctnjiranatnralislic potut of view, aiucc the 
a5Suin|ilion, tliat ihc natural lawH which goveni in every other prov- 
ince are not applicable to :ccre<l hi.ilory, ia the very cssontiiil of 
xujimn.-iturali.-im. 

No other rescue from this self aimihihition remains to the anti- 
snpvnialurul mode of explanation, lluin lo ijue^lion the verbal accu- 
racy of the history. This is the simplest cxjHidient, felt to bo bucIi 
by I'aulus himself, who reuiaiks, that his ctforts may be deemed 
superfluous lo give a natural explanation of a narrative, which ia 
nothing more tliun one of those stories iiivetiled either aluir tlie 
death or even during the lifelhne of every dlstingtiiiihcd man lo cm- 
bcllisli his enrly historj-. I*aidus, however, after uti impiirtial ex- 
amination, is of opinion tliat the aniilogy, in llie pR'sent instance, 
ia not applicable. The prim-ipiil gruunil f^ir this opinion is the too 
short intervid between tlie birth of the IIaptii«l, and the composilion 
of the Ciospel of Luke.' Wc, on the contrarj', in hnrmony with 
the obscT%'«tJon» in the introduction, would reverse the question and 
inquire of this interpreter, how he would render it credible, that the 
tiistorj' of the birth of a man so famed as the Baplixt should iui\e 
been transmit toil, in an age of great excitement, tiirougli a iieriod 
of more than sixty years, in all its primitive accuracy of detail? 
Paului's (iiiswer is ready: ati ayiswcr approved by othera (llciden- 
mdi, Olsliausen): — ^Ihe passage inserted by Luxe (i. 5; ii. 39.) 

• t't lup. s. 72 f. 
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was jKt^jiiblT n liiniily record, which circulated among ihc relalivca 
of the ]tapliat and of Jcsua ; and of wHch Zachariaa was proloU^ 
t]ie autlior.* 

K. Cli. L. Schmidt controTorIa this hypothecs with the remark, 
tlut it ig impossible ihut a najrativc so disligttrcd, (wc should rathcT 
nay, so emliclIiHhcd,) could have bccti a family record; and tlut. if 
it docs not belong altogether to the class of legends, ila historical 
baaJv, if such there W', is no longer to he distinguislicd.t It is 
tuilhpj- tmtiiitdiiied, that the narrative presents certain fcatuit« which 
no poet would hn^x: conc«-ivod, and whicli prove it to be a direct im- 
preasion of facts; for instance the tlessiaiiic expectations expressed 
ty tJie different personnges introducwl by Ltuic (clwip. i. an<t ii.) 
corrwiwmd exactly with the situation and relation of each indi- 
dividuaI4 Rut tlicsc distinctions arc by no means 89 striking as 
Pauhis r<.-])Tcevnls ; they arc only the characteristics of a history 
which govs into details, mnkin,^ a transition from generaiitics to 

CarticuliiTS, which is natural alike to the poet and to the popular 
■ge.iid; U'^idcs, tlic [K-culiar Jud^iical phrascologj- in wlucli the 
Ue.'i4iaiii<- ex{ioctattaiis are exprcssifl, and whicli il ia oontwided 
oonfimi Itie opinion that this nurrativt- was written, or rcr.ci^'cd ita 
lixed form, before tlic dt^alh of Jei^u.s continued to bo uitcd ufter 
that event. (.\ctd i. (i.S) lilorcover wc mu^t agree with Schlcioi^ 
macher whcii he Ray»:|| least of all is it pOL<oiblc to regard thcso 
nttoraitceii as strictly historical; or to maiiilaia that Zadiarios, in 
the moment lliat he n«overed his speech, employed it in a song of 
praise, unintemiplc-il by the exultation and wonder of ilie company, 
fieniiments which lli^ narrator intemipis himself to indulge. It 
must, at all event.*, be admitted, tliat tlio author has maae addi- 
tions of his own, and Iiaa cnridicd the hist(»ry by llie lyric c&iisions 
of his muse. Kuin<tJ aupposcs that Zacharias composed and wrotti 
donn the canticle sulisoiuont to the occasion ; but (his strange sw- 
mise contradicts tli*^ text. There are some other features which, 
it i* contended, belong not to the creations of tho poet; such as, 
the sigiw inaile to the lather, the debate in the lamijy, tlie position 
a{ tlto angel on the ri&ht hand of the aliar.1 But this criticism is 
merely a proof that tliesc interpreters liavi', or determine to hai-e, 
no just conception of poetry or popular k-gend; for the genuine 
characteristic of poetry and mythua is natural and pictorial rejn^ 
(tcntation of details.** 

i li>. HTTUICAL VIKW OP THE XARItATIVE IN ITS DIFFEREXT 

STAGES. 

The al>ove exposition of the necessity, and lastly, of the pos- 
sibility of doubting tlic historical fidelity of ihc gospel narrative, 

• Ct (Up- S. G9. t tn Srlimiitt'i DU'llatlick fUr Kitllk und KirKW. UL I. S. 1 19. 
t Panlut, ut (Up. ! Conip. On IVciic, cug. Iluiilli. I. 3, S. 9. | L'<l>fr din SclirifMn 
ila LakM. Sl SX ^ l>aiil(i> anil Obhauirn. (. 4. St., Ut^imnlch, a. a. O. 1. 8. ST. 
"* Ceou. UvfO. In llraki't Miueuin, i. I. S. TIX'>; V*l«, CommDiilAi luui fniMUuab, 
^8.607 M.; Uut L. J.. iSii aaA GoMV, H. a» t. 91. 
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Lati led maur tlicoIogUna to explain Uie acoouDt of the binli of tlio 
Ifetplisl a» a, jxiclical com position ; si^gested hy the Imponsncc at- 
tributed by the Christian to the foTErtinncr of Jesus, anil l>y the 
rccoUecIion of aome of the Old Tcslamcnt historii**, in which the 
birllLi of Ishinaet, Isaac. R-unucI, and especially of Snmeon, arc 
related to liave bcon similarly announced. Still the matter vas not 
allowed to be altogether invented. Il tuay Imve l»ren historicnlly 
tniG tiial Zacharias and Ehzuhcth lived long n*ilhout offspring: tluit, 
on one occasion whilst in the temple^ tlic old man's tongn« wns 
suddenly paralyzed ; hnt ttiat soon nfterwiirds his ngml wife bore 
him a son. and he, in Ins joy at tlw: e\'ctit, ixrco\'CTcd the power of 
speech. At that time, but still more when John became a rcmnrk- 
aole man, the hii>tory excited attimtlon, and out ol' it the existing 
legend grew.* 

It is surprising to find an explnnation nlnicMt identical with the 
nattmil one we have criticised above, ngain brought forward under 
a new title; so that the admission of the possibility of an admixture 
of subscaucnt U^mls in the narrative has little influence on tlie 
Ticw of tlie matter itself. j\s tlie mode of explanation we arc now 
advocating denies tdl confidence in the histoiicfd sui In^nticity of the 
TGCord, alJtlic di^ails must be in tlicmselvc^ eiiunlly problematic; 
and whether historical validity can he retained for this or that pai^ 
ticular incident, cam be determined only by its bcini:; either less 
improbable than the rest, or else less in hannony witli the spirit, 
interest, and <lesign of the poetic legend, so as to make it probable 
that it had n distinct origin, llie bareimess of Elizabeth and the 
sudden duinhnesx of ZiuJfiaTias are here retained as incidents of this 
cliarectcr: ho lliat only the a)ipearing and prediction of the angel 
are riven up. But hy taking; awny the angelic apjiarition, tlie sud- 
den mflictioii anil as i<ud<h!ii HMnovnl of the dumbness loses its only 
adequate supcrnutiind cuu:«e, i<u that all dilficulttcs which licsct the 
lutlaral inter|>n!ijiti<jii reoiiiin in full foro(^: a dilemma into which 
these theologians arw, most unnecessarily, brought by their o\ni 
inconsetpiencc ; for the iiioiiient we enter upon mythical ground, all 
oblignlion to hold fast the assumed historical tidelity of the account 
ceases to exist. Besides, that which they propose to retain as his- 
toric*) ^1-, namely, the long barvnnoes of the parents of the Bap- 
tist, U ao strictly in hiirmony with the spirit and character of Hebrew 
l^ndary poetry, tiiat of this incident the mythical origin is least 
lo be mbtaken. How confused has this misiipprclieiision miule, 
for example, the reasoning of Bauer! It was a prevuilltig opinion, 
nays he, consonant nilli Jcwijdi ideius thiit all children born of aged 
parents who had iii-evion.i|y Ix^en childless luK^iime dlstitigui-shed per- 
sonageii. John was the child of agiul p;in-nt^, an<l lieriiine a notable 
preaclif-r of ri'iiciilance;- cori.twiuenlly it was tliuiij^hf. juKtiiiable to 
infer tlial hid birib wa^i predicted by an angel. Whitt an illogictd 

• E. F. tibrr ilia iirti entai Kapltcl n. >. w. lo Ucnkc'i Miguln, t. 1, S. 163 IT, und 
Btner Imbr, tTyibaU U. ISO f. 
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concluaioi) '. for wbtcb ho has no othtr gronnd than th« as»uin[rtion 
that John was tbo eon of need parents. Let this be made a »«tilvicl 
point, and the conclusion followa n-irhont difficully. It was readily 
Dc]ic%'cd. he prococdfl, of remarkable men that ttiey were bom of 

J>d [wrents and that their binli. no longer in tire ordinary coune 
nature to be expected, wsa annotinced by a hcavcidy inesacngcr;* 
John wa? a great man and a prophet ; eonaoqaently, the legend re- 
picecnted him to have been ooro of an aged couple, and hia birtli 
to have been prochtimcd by an anscL 

Seeing that this explanation ot the narrative befotc as. a^i a Iialf 
(so called historical) mythu?, is encumbered with all the dilTiciUtieA 
of a half measure. Gahlcr had treated it aa a pure philosophical, or 
dogmatical mytbns.t Uorst likewise considers it, and indeed the 
entire two first chapters of hake of whicli it forma a part, as an in- 
gcniona fiction, in whicli the birth of tlie Messiah, together with 
tluit of his precursor, and the pixrdictions concerning the character 
amd ministry of the latter, framed after the event, arc set forib; it 
being precisely tlic loquacious circumstniitinlity of the narratioa 
wIucD betrays the poctf SeblcicrmaclnT likcwt»p explains the tirst 
chapter as a little poem, similar in eliaracler to many of tJic Jewish 
poenM which we meet with in their a{>ocrvpha. He doc« not liow- 
e^'er eoniider it allogetlier a fabrication. It might have Iiad a foun- 
dation in fact, and in a wide upread Iiadition ; but lite [)oet lias al- 
lowt-d hiiiixelf »o full a Ucemie in arrai^ng, aikd coiiiliining, in 
monlcliiig and embodying the vacuo and fluctuating repn-^tMitaiions 
of tradition, tiiat tlie attempt to delect the pun-Jy historical in sueh 
iuuTntive», muAl prove a fniitlcits and u.teletia eflbrLj Ilorvl goes so 
far as to «upi>oae the author of the piece to have been a Judnistng 
Christian ; whilst Schleiermacber iina^ncs it to have been composed 
I>y a Christian of tlic ^imcd Jewish acnoo), at a period when it coin- 
■nised Mine wlio stttU continued strict disciplett uf John ; and w)iom 
rt was Ihe object of the narrative to bring over to Clirislimiily, Uyex' 
hibtting the rclalioiisliip of Joiin lo the Const as hU peenli-irand high- 
est destiny ; and also by holding out the expectation of a state t^tem- 
potid griMlness for the Jon-isli people at the re-appeurance of Christ 
An attentive consideration of the Old Testament histories, 10 
whidi, as most iDterpretcra admit, the narrative of the annunciation 
and binh of tlu: Baptist bears a striking aflinity, will render il 

* lb >dif ibm rf ibi* opinion U beal nplatncd bf ■ yuiBec— stlb rtifttl to IhU 
■Mttar duHnl — in lh« CntiK. 6t nst. Mariai, Id Fabr. eod, «|HaTy[ib. N. Tl. I, p. 3S f. , 
Bad la TUk I, p. 223, "Dmt' it it hmanid, am otiMflu itfiran liiBtii, aJ Aacyiuti, at 
■Ji iiliri'»i draa* tpniat, tl Bsn UUdJnii (Mv^ ipoi Midtnr, lad dirini monvu miiMMa. 
Mh Prima rmim jnUM fulm Ano aHMr ■Mt »P|«* aJ ortajniiHiM •mnt hji nwifii 
fait <t MMoa h bMm tm nt t t it 9M*fnaM f—mr, ni n ^t ^ in m tr*t htmiArlit tm- 
mimm fnlimm., Ibukd glWWi fafi JltiM J jn«M I— Wjw » mmOo fyiot mala, Jfa 
tIrrSU /^iit t taimt* jittfk famk, MM mIbm iaminiim -^ffplt, iJ ptuin MH i gmlbm. 
/«» prrilKranm IHli v tmtm. <^m b d»tHm ^Jirtiif ISamprtmi, vl lanrlitr JfaniMh f 
M bum U arnia ttniln maint XaittTt. — w y cftilf Af nto * i»i raterptat tt ^triltt par- 
tu wdnMStnt at fArr. f Nsunta thtti. JovRwl, vIL I, & MS t. {la lUnlii'a 
HuMnni, L I, S, '(fi t, ) llua in hb Lttf J«n ntint tht MBS idmlMtMi ; oompar* 
I S2 «tlk i 32. 
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abundantly evident tluit this is the only just ricw of the passage in 
ijiipslion. But il must not hen; he imngincd, as is now so rcndily 
aHirmcd in the fonfutntion of the mythical vii-w of this piissnjjc, tluit 
ibc author of our nairativc tirst mndc a collection from the Old 
Tcstami-Mit of its imliviilujil traits; much ruthcr hnd the Hcallcrcd 
traits respecting the laic hirtli of diflerent (lint Jngui shod men, as re» 
ooidcd in the CUd IVwlninent, blended themselves into a comjwund 
tmi^e in tlie mind of llieir rentier, whenee he self^led th« featun!.i 
most appropriate to iiis present »ulijtx-t. Of tlie eliiidren bom of 
ngctt jiurant^ Isinac is tht; most inieivnt prolotype. As it is said of 
Zachaiia^ and KUxubclh "ihoy both wr;re itdvanu;d in ihetr ihtya'' 
(v. 7.) TTpo/Jr^JijK^rer iv raif fjji/piuc avruv, wo Ahnihani and Sarah 
"were advanct^d in tlicir days" B""!?^? S'XJ (Gon. xviii; LXX: 
jr/>0i.lr,3i;Ki>T-f<- ^fi'piiv), wbeii they were promij'cd a rM>n. It la like- 
wise from tliis bislory tlmt the iiiereiiuhly of the father, on account 
of the ndvaneed .i^- of IkiiIi paivnis, ntid the demand of a tiign, are 
LoTTOn'oi] in our narrative. As Alinihuin, when Jehovah promises 
liim he sindl have a fiou and a iinmcrous i)Osteri(y who altatl inherit 
the land of Canaan, doulitingly iiiiiuires "Wljereby shall I know 
that I sliall inherit il ?" «ard ti yvuaofiai, Irt nXijpovoiifjau avrriv ; 
{«& T^v y^i-. (jien, xv. S. LXX): so Ziichiirias — "Whereby shall 
I know tliia ?" Kari n ywoo/ioi r»ro ; {v. 18.) Tiic iiierediiUty of 
Sarah i» not ma>le ase of for Eliznbctb ; but slie is said to be of iho 
daughlci-s of Aaron, and llie nuiiic Elizabeth niny [>er]ia))s have been 
suggested by that of Aaron's wife. (Exod. vi. 23. LXX.) The in- 
cident of llio angel annonneing tlie birth of the IJaptist is taken from 
ihc hietoiy of another late-born ihild, Sam.ton. bi our narrative 
indeed, the angel appears (irjit to the. fatlier in the icniplc, wlicrotts 
in tic hisloiy of Samson he .ihowa him.«elf first lo the mother, and 
afterwarrU to Ibc lather in the field. 'I'iiis, however, ia an alteration 
arising naturally out of the dilferenL situations of the rcs(>oetivc par- 
ents, (.fudgca xiiL) According to popular Jewish notions it was 
no unusual occurrence for the prietit to be visited by angels and di- 
vine apparitions whilst oftcring inecnse in the tcnii)lc,* The com- 
inand whicJi bcfjre his birlh predestined tlic Baptial — ^wbose later 
BAcecic mode of life waa known — -to be a Naz.irite, ia taken from the 
sane source. As, to Sainton's motiier during her pregnancy, nnne, 
strong drink, and unclean food, wert forbidden, eo a similar diet ia 
prescribed fur lier son,t adding, as in the case of John, that the 
child shall le consecrated to Ood from llie womb.$ Tho blessings 

* Wctttcin III Lukd I. 1 1. R. HIT r, adilurM panMK** f""" Jonxi'hut and ftom Uw 

Ralit'lni ivtuiilliig apiurhiunn n'l'ii br ih<' hl^b prji'tt*. tliin riuiili!^ tl mu {miniined 
Klul [flit KQiiifer itiiii^ 1iB|rfrunr-il Id on]inirv |ir[i>,ts It appdrr^t from l.ljn iidmtivA b«Aira OJW 

t .liKlnoikiU. 14 (I.S\.): ' Luc 1.16: 

■ai elimr tai vUipa (&I. jiiivofia, IirI j. "cb) mi o^rov oil eitrpa oi /^ ir%. 
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wliicli it is prodictcil that ibcsc two men Bhull realize for the people 
of IsTflvl Rrc piinilnr, (conin. Luke >. 16, 17, with Judges xiii. 5.) 
and cneh narrativi; cotK-lu(lc9 with tlw siimts cxprc««ioii Trapocting 
the LDpv^ growth of ll«' child.* It lunv tie twi boM to dcnvc ihJj 
Lcvitical dcHucnt ot'lli? Bupli^t from » Ihiril DM Testnnienl hielory 
of * liite-boni soil — from the historj' of ^>aIIluel ; (comjinre 1 Sam. 
i. J ; Chron. viL 27.) hut the lyric dTusIons in the first chapter of 
Lulie nnt iinilaliona of tliin history-. At Suiiiucru iiiothi^, wlicn 
ronxigii'iiig him lo the enre of the high nrietts, breaks forth into n 
hymn, (I >^aoi. iL I.) »n tlic fntlM'jr of John does tlic tame at the 
cirvumci.tion ; though ibn jmrliriilar c.\[irca^ioit.t in the Cunticlc aU 
tored by JIary — of wliidi we .thiill )i.-ive to s]>c-ik Itensafter — have si 
clo-ier re.<«eniblancc to Ilaniukh's Miig of praiae tluui tlmt of Zuclia- 
— -" The significant apivlLitlon JoAn (t;7'"7=^0<^"W) prode- 



niu. 



tcrmined by the angel, li.td its i)!^^^!*!^!!! in the »niiotim'u»i«nt* of 
the names of Mimael aridj^aiii!;! but the giouiid of ltd selection 
was tlic appareiilly proviJeiitiai coineidencc Iwlweon the significa- 
tion of the name and the hliloricd do.tiiiialion of the man. Tbo 
remark, that the name of John waa not in tlie fomiU", (v. 61.) only 
btoaght its celestial oTigin more fiiUy into ^Hew. The tablet {ttivo- 
ludtov) upon which the father wrote the name {v. 63.) w«8 ncocasary 
on account of his incapacity to speak ; but it also lunl its type in the 
Old Tcstamuit. Isaiah was commanded to UTite the significant 
names of the child Mofaer-shalal-hasli-laz upon a tnblct. (Isaiah 
viii. 1. C) The only supernatural incident of the narrative, of which 
the Old Teslametit may seem lo oSer no precise analogy, is the 
dumbness; and this is tlie point fixed ujKin by those woo contest 
the mythical view.t Bui if it be borne in mind ihnt the asking ami 
iBCCiving a siCT fix>m Iic.i»'en in confirmation of a promiso or {iropb* 
ecy was usual amoiig the Hebrews (comp, Isaiah vii. 11, ff.); "lat 
the Icniijoniry lo«S ol one of the senses was the peculiar puniiihment 
ittflicteu after a hcavojdy vision (Acts is. 8, 17, tT); tliat Daniel 
became dumb whiUt the angid was talking wi[h Iiioi, and did not 
recover hU sjiccch till the. angel had Iondlc^d his lips and opened bia 
mouth : (Dan. x, 15, f.) the origin of thia incident also will be found 
in the legend and not m historical fact. Of two ordinary and sub- 
ordinate features of the narrative, the one, tlie righteousness of tliC 
psrenls of (he Bapiist, (v, G.) is merely a conclusion founded upon 
the belief that to a pious couple alone would llie bicssin" of sucli a 
«on bo 1-ouchsafcd, and oonsoqacntly is void of all historical worth ; 



aal fCMwn aiitfr Kipiot, (^ fi^^v (at 
44gMq) ri waHifHair sol 4pJ*ro nvtffdj 
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tlic otltCT, tlic m-ilctnonl that .lohn was bom in tlie reign of Ttetoi 
{the (.Ircjif) [v. 5.) i.* ttiiliftiJt doubt a eon-ect calcuLtlitm. 

Bo tliiit lie ittiinii here ujkiii purely mythical-pociical ground; 
tlic only Itulorica] reiility u'liidi nc van hold OlsI as positive matter 
of fact Ixsing lhi» :— (he impression mode by Jolin the Baptifit, by 
virtue of his ministry luid lii« rehition to Jesiis, was so powerful at 
U> lead to the sulii<«'iuctit glorification of Iuh birlh in connection witli 
the birth of the SIcHsiah in the ChnKtiun lej^nd.* 



CHAPTEB IL 

DAVIDICAL DFSCKNT OF JEStTS, ACCOnDIN'O TO TIIK GKXEA- 
LOUIOAL TABLK3 OF MATTIIKW AND l.UKE. 



J 20. TUE TWO (IIINKAIXHJIKS OF JESVS CONSIDKRED SnPAILlTELT 
AND IBRKSfECrriVEI.V OF O.VE ANOTliEB. 

Is tlic history of the birth of tlic Baptist wc had the single ac- 
count of Luke ; but regarding the gcncalogicfd descent of Jesua we 
have also that of llultlicw ; so tliat in this case the mutual control 
of tvro nartntoTS in some reelects multiplies, wliilat in others it 
IffibtCQS, our critical labour. It is indeed true that the autlientieity 
of tho two first chapters of Mattlicw, which contain liic history of 
the birth and childhood of Jesus, as wdl as that of the parallel sec- 
tion of Luke, has been questioned: but as in both cases the fiues- 
tion haa originated mcrdy in a prejudiced view of the subject, the 
doubt has been silenced by a decisive refutation.! 

Eacli of these Iwo gospels contains a genealogical table de»igned 
lo exiiibit l!ie Davidical aesccnt of Jesus, the Messiah. Tlint of 
Mattlicw {i. 1—17.) precedes, that of Luke (iii. 23 — 38.) foIlowB, 
the liinlory of the aniiounccnicnt and birth of Jcjius. These two 
Lablex, considered each in itself, or Iwth coni^iiirexl together, affonl 
BO iiiiportanl n key to the character of tlie evangelic records in thin 
acction, H.i to render a dote examination of them imperative. We 
ahall fi»t consider each separately, and ificri aich, but pnrticulaily 
tluki of Mattiiew, in comparison with the pmssagea in the Old TcJ^ 
lament to which il is parallel. 

In the Oeneidogy gixtn by the author of the first Gospel, there 
ia a compari;»oii of the account with itself wliicb is important as il 
gives a result, u sum at its concluiiion, whose correctness may be 
proved by comparing it with the pre^nous statements. Li the sura* 

* Wllb lliit vii'w of lliv piiui;« miii[iiin: Un Wclti^ F.x«£. lltndliuiJi turn S. T., 
t> 3, S. IS. t Kuinc-I. Comni. in Btilib. rruli^. p. xxviL C 
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Smg up it is eaid, thnt from Abraliam to ChriBt ihcrc arc thrw di- 
»-i»ioiis of fourlccn generations cacli, llip firat from jVbraliam to Da- 
niel, llic si.>cond firotn DaA-id to the Babylonish csitc, the third from 
(Ih^ exile to Christ. Xow it' vrc compute the number of tiamea tor 
oursclvc*, wc find the first foartcen from Abraham to David, both 
indnded, complete {2 — 5.); also tliat fitim Solomon to Jcchoniaa, 
after whom the Babylonish exile is mentioned (6 — 11.); but frxim 
JvcltoniiDt to JcHiis, cvm rcckonint; the latter as one, we can dis- 
cover only tltirtern. (12 — 16.) How sliall wc explain tliLs discre- 
jmncfi The supposition lliat one of tlic namea has escaped from 
the third division by an error of a transcriber,* is in the lii^hcst do- 
me improbable, since the dcficjcncy ia montioncd so early aa hf 
Poiphyry.t Tlic insertion, in some manuscripts and versions, of 
the name JvhoiakimX between Josiaa and Jcclionias, dofs not sui>- 
ply the defiyjency of the third division ; it only adds a sujicrfluoiis 
^■ncralion to (he second division which was already complete. Aa 
oUo there ia no doubt that this dcttciency ori^nalca with the aullior 
of tlic genealogy, the question arises : in what manner did he reckon 
KO u to count fourteen generations for his third series? Tnily it is 
IKMsible to count in various ways, if an arLilrtuy incluuon and ex* 
cliiuon of the first and b»t meinl>cr» of the several scries lie jmr- 
roittet). It might indve<l have been presup]>o.*<-d, that a generation 
already included in one division was nece*t;irily cxdiidcd from 
another: but the commler of lite genealogy niay ]iciha[M liare 
llioiight oiIimwIm; and since l>ni-iu ia twice iiMmtioned in the 
table, it is jMSsible tlut ilie author counted him twice: namely, 
at th« end of the firat scries, and again at the ln'ginning of the 
Moond. Tiiis ivould not indeed, any more than the iiiiu^rtion of 
Jehoiakiin, fill up the deficiency in the third division, but give too 
manv to the sccoud; so tliat wc must, with some commentator.*, I 
oomaude itie second aeries not with Jcchonias, as is usually done, 
but with his predecessor Josias: and now, by means of ibo double 
enumeration of DavitI, Jcchonias, who was sutM^rfliious in the second 
divLiion, I»eing available for the third, the last scries, indudin^ Jesos, 
ha.4 ii,* fimrtorn members complete. But it seem* very arbitrary to 
reckon the concluding incmlwi of the tirst scries twice, and not also 
thai of the second : — to avoid which inconsistency some interpreters 
liave |)roposcd to count Josias twice, as well as David, and thus 
oomplcic the fourteen members of tlic thin! wrio.* witliout Jesos. 
But whilst this conijmtation escapes one blunder it tails into an- 
other; namely, that whci^as the expression «rrA'A('%Mioj<f«fia^trfa. 
T, ^ (v. 17.) is supposed to include the latter, in dr^ fimuMMiaf 
Ba0VAvvot /u; rov Xpicrov, the latter is excluded. 'i'hL:i diffieullv 
nuiy be avoided by counting jechoniaa twice instead of Josias, which 
rives us fourteen naniea for the third di\-iaion. including Je^ius; bat 
nen, in order not to Itave loo many in the sccoitd, wc must drop 

• Pauliia. p. 391. t HlrmD, tn DtnUl. iiilu ; $m WtMda. ) «.(. PHhIm, Coum. 
Ill Uititi p. IS. 
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the double enumeration of Darid, nnd thas he liitblc lo tlie $amfi 
cbi»ge of inconsistency aa in the former coxq, nmx llic double unti- 
nicration is made between the seeond and third divi:«ions, imd not 
bPtween the firet and second, Perimpa Ue Wi-ltc liiis fi^iiml tlic 
right due when he remarks, t!mt in v. 17, in botli tr.uisitions »omc 
mcinbcT of the series is mentioned twice, but tn liw Hrst case only 
tliat member is & person (David^, nnd therefore to be twice reckoned. 
In the second case it is the BiWylonish captivity occurring between 
Josias and Jechoniaa, whieh latter, since he hdd reigned only llircc 
months in Jenisalcm, (the greater part of his life having paxKcd nftcr 
the carrying away to Babvlon.) was mentioned >ti<leea at the con- 
clusion of the second series for the sake of connexion, but was to he 
reckoned only at the beginning of the third.* 

If we now compare the gcaenlogj' of Matthcvr, (still without re- 
ference to that of Luke.) willi the corresponding passages of the Old 
Tealamcnt. we f:h.-ill also find discrepancy, an<l in tois case of a 
nature exaetlv the revci-ae of the preceding : for as tlic tabic consid- 
ered in itscli rciuircd the duplication of one member in order to 
complete its scheme, so when compared with the Old Testament, 
we tind that many of the namc^ there recorded have been omitted, 
in order tlial the number fourteen might not be exceeded. That ia 
to nay, the Old Testament affords data for comparison with thia 
genealogical table as the lamed pedigree of the royal race of David, 
from Abraliaui to Zorobabcl and his sons ; after wliom the liavidical 
line begins to retire into obscuiity, and from the ailcnce of the Old 
Testament the genealogy of Matthew ceases to bo under any control. 
Thescricaof generations from Abraham to Judah, I'ltarcz, and llea- 
ton, is sufficiently well known from Genesis ; from J'harcz to David 
we find it in the conclusion of the book of Ruth, and in the 2nd 
chapter of the 1st Chronicles : that from David to Zenibliabcl in the 
3rd chapter of the same book; besides passages that are paniUel 
with separate jjorlions of the scries. 

To complete the comparison : we find the line from Abntbam to 
David, that i*, the whole first division of fonrleen in our genealogy, 
in cxnct accnnhiiice with the namcji of men given in the Old Testa- 
ment : leaving out however the names of some women, one of which 
makes a dillicully. It is tuiid v. .'> that Uahah wax tlie mollier of 
Bosk. Not only is this without confirmation in the Old Testament, 
but even if she be made the giral gnindmother of Je.fse, the fnthcr 
of David, thci-e are too few generatiiuw lietweeii hei- time and that 
of David {(roxa about 14.W to lO-W B. c.) limt is, counting either 
Kahab or David as one, four for -100 years. Yet this error ffdls 
back upon the <,)ld Tcstainenl p-ne-ilogy ilscif, in so far ns Jesse's 
great grandfather tjalmon, whom Slaithcw calls the husband of Ka- 
hab, 13 said Iluth iv. 20, as well m by Sliitlhcw, to be the son of 
a Nalishon, who according lo Numbers i. 7, lived in the time of the 
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march through tbe wilderaees;* from which circiimBlance tlie Hol 
was naturally suggested, to many hU son mth tJiat Italiab who 
saved ific Isrn«)iiisb epies, and thua to iiitroduoe a woman for wlioiu 
the Ismditcs h»d an especial n^;ard (compare James ii. 25, IJek 
xi. 31) into tbe lineage of David and the Sleasiah. 

itany discremncics arc found in the second division from David 
to Zorababcl and his son, as well as in the bcciiuiing of llic (liird. 
Firstly, it is said v. 8 •Toram hf^at Ozias ; wnereaii wa know from 
1 Chron. iii. 11, 12, that Uzziah was not ihe son, but the granditon 
of the son of Jonioi, and that three kings occur between tliem, 
muncly, Aliaxiali, Joaslt, and Amaziah, after whom corner ITxxinli, 
(2 Chron. xxvL I, or aa he is called I Chron. iii. 13, and 2 KingH 
xiv. 21, jVzariuh.) Secondly: our genealogy says v. \\,J<ma8be^at 
Jechonias and /tii( Orvt/iren. Dtil we find ftxio) I Chron. iiu 16, 
that Ihc son un<l ;<ucccaMr of Jo^iah was called Ji-!iotiikiin, atici 
whom came hLn «on and xucce-ssor Jei-honiali or Jdtoia^^hin. Jlons 
over bntKren arc. n.tcrit)ed to Jechoniab, whereas the Old Tcstatncnt 
metitioiia none. Jelioiakim, however, had brothers : so that the 
mention of the brethren of Jicfwmat in Matthew ajipears to ha%'e 
originated in an excliango of these two persons, — A third discre- 

Eftncy relates to Zorobabcl. lie is hcrc called, v. 12, a son of S^ 
ithicl; ivhibt in 1 Chron. iii. 19, he is descended fram Jcehoniah, 
not through Shealtiel, but through liis brother Pedaiali. In Kzra 
T. S, and llaggu L 1, however, Zembbabel is designated, as here, 
the son of Slicalliel. — In the last place, Abiud, who is here called 
the son of Zoi'obabel, is not to bo found amongst the children of 
Zcmbbabil niciilioncd 1 Chron. iiL lit £: perlups becauiwi Abiud 
was only a siiriianie derived fi\)m a son of one of those there men* 
lioned.t 

The ifeeoitd and third of ihese discTe]]ancies may have crept in 
witliout evil intiMiliuti, and wittioul any great degree of careless iic:w, 
for the 'oiiii»»ion of Jclioiakim may Iiave ari«eii from the similar 
sound of the luiine:! 5'FC'"^ T?t"l ■"*' which accounts also for 
the tmnspoMtion of the brothers of Jechimiah ; whiUt rcs^)ecting 
il^rohabcl the nTtVrcncc to the Old TeMtarm-Jil is iwrtly advcnw, 
partly favourable. Dut the lirst diMTeptincy we liave adiluced, 
namely, the omi&sion of three known kiiig», \* not so ca:!ity to be 
set aside. It has indeed been held that the tfiniihinty of names 
may here mI^o Iiavc led the author to paiM uninlcntionally froin 
Joram to Oziaa, instead of to the similar sounding Aliaxijih, (in Ihe 
LXX Ochofi.is.) But this omiseiQu falls in so hnppily with the 
author's design of the threefold fourteen, (admitting the double cnu- 
nieralion of Uavid,) tiiat wo cannot avoid bclicvuig, with Jerome, 
that the overs^ht was made on purpose with a view to ii4 l''rom 

* Tim expedient of Ka!pdl, fjamna, iii Mulili. |l 3. ta illiiln^Iih tli' R*)»l> hmt 
mcnlioaiM froni Oc cehliwwi vaf, liMonc* hm» tugmriliMuii, Uoldu ihii ti i* fvrt*ttij 
•rblttBrr. t II«<ffliiMD. 8. IM, aoMinfiDic lo llig^ VlnX. \i.t<. '.'71. ; t'oin|4rt FiitMhe, 
Comm. In Uillk f, 10; FMlw, euert. Uaadbucb, i. 8. SIKI; Ita WttU, tvf, liandk 
Id loco. 
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Abraham to David, where the first division presented itself, having 
fotind fourteen members, he seems to have wished that those of the 
following divisions should correspond in number. In the whole re- 
maining series the Babylonish exile offered itself as the natural 
}>oint of separation. But as the second division from David to the 
exile gave him four supernumerary members, therefore he omitted 
four of the names. For what reason these pirticular four were 
chosen would be difficult (o detcnnlne, at least for the three last 
mentioned. 

The cause of the compiler's laying so much stress on the thre^ 
fold equal numbers, may have been simply, that by this adoption 
of the Oriental custom of division into equal sections, the genealogy 
might be more easily committed to memory ;" but with this motive a 
mystical idea was probably combined. The question arises whether 
thia is to be sought in the number which is thrice repeated, or 
whether it consiala in the threefold repetition? Fourteen is the 
double of the sacred number seven; but it is improbable that it 
was selected for this reaaon,^ because otherwise the seven would 
scarcely have been so completely lost sight of in the fourteen. Still 
more improbable is the conjecture of Olahausen, that the number 
fourteen was specially chosen as being the numeric value of the 
name of David ;( for puerilities of tliis kind, appropriate to the rab- 
binical gematria, are to be found in no other part of the Gospels. 
It is more likely that tlie object of the genealogists consisted merely 
in the repetition of an equal number by retaining the fourteen whidi 
had first accidentally presented itself: since it was a notion of the 
Jews that signal divine visitations, whetlier of prosperity or adver- 
sity, recurred at regular periodical intei-vals. Thus, as fourteen 
generations hiid intervened between Abraliam, the founder of the 
holy i>cop!e, and David the king after God's own heart, so fourteen 
generations must intervene between the re-establishment of the king- 
dom and iho coming of the son of David, the Messiah. § The most 
ancient genealogies in Genesis exhibit the very same uniformity. 
As according to the 0i/3Aof yeveoewf dvOfMnuv, cap. v., from Adam 
the first, to Noah the second, father of men, were ten generations : 
so from Noah, or rather from liis son, the tenth is Abraham the 
fatlicr of the fiiitliful.|l 

This a priori treatcment of hia subject, this Procrustes-bed 
upon which the author of our genealogy now stretches, now curtails 
it, almost like a philosopher constructing a system, — can excite no 
predisposition in his favour. It is in vain to appeal to the custom 

* Frilsche in Mslifa. p. 11. f PautuB, S. 292. % Bilil, Comm. p. 6G, aota. § Sn 
Schnetkenbtrgtr. fititrige zur Einli^ilung ia daa N. T., S. 41 r., and tbe punge ciLed 
from Joscphui, B. J. rl. 8. Also mny b« compared the puu)^ dwd by Schottgen, bora 
licbr. H Ulm. zu Matlh. t, from Sj-nopsis Suhar, p. 132, n. 18. Ab Abntlamo wgue ad 
Salomontm XV' tuitl geueraliuTia ; afqae tanc luna Jutt in plcnilunio, A Salomone utgut 
adZftltkiiim iterunt tunC XV ffrnfralionft^ tl tunc luna dfjectt^ rt Zeditvr fffoai tuM ocalL 
Q De Wvtte has ulrrady called altcDlion to the analogy between these Old TeaCament gen* 
ealc^u and Ihone of the Gospels, vith regard to the Fntenlional equality of nombcn. 
Kritik dcr mee. Gexchkhtc, S. C», Comp. S. 46. 
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of Orients] gcncalogiaU lo indalzc tbcmsclvcs m similar lic«aae; (or 
irfacn «n author preacnts as with a pedigree cxpreasly declaring 
tliot ail tht generations daring a space of tiino were foartccn, where* 
■^ tlirough Accident or intGnlion. many niGinbcTS arc vrantinz,^ 
hu IxrtTnjB an arbitiarinega and want of critical accuRtcy, which 
niiut shake our confidence in the certainly of his vrfaok genealogy. 
TIw gcnoalog7 of Luke, considered separately, does not present 
M iQuny defects as that of Ualtliew. It has oo eoncluding atate- 
tiMDt of the nnmher of Kcncrations comprised in the gcnealo^, to 
act ax a cheek upon ilscff, neither can it he tested, to much extent, 
by a comparison with tJie Old Testament. For, from Dai-id to 
Nathaiu Ihc line traced by Luke has no correspondeuco with any 
Old Testament genealogy, excepting in two of its members, Saladual 
nnd Zoroltabel ; and even with respect lo iheac two. thcic la a con- 
tradiction between the statement of Luke and that of 1 Chron. iii. 
17. 19. f. : for the fcnnor calla Salaihicl a son of Ncri, whilst ac- 
cording to the Utter, he was the son of Jochoniah. Luke also men- 
tions one Ite^ as the son of j^robabel, a tk'unc whicJi d(X'« not 
appear amongst the children of Zenibbabel in 1 Citron, lii. 17. 19. 
Aiao, in tlw serisa 1>cfore Abraliam, lAikc tns<irl8 a Caiiiaii, wlio U 
not to be found in the Hebrew text, (Jew. x. 24; xi. 12 ff., but who 
was howfit-or already in^iitrtod by the LXX. In &ct tlie original 
text has this name in ila first series aa the third trom Adam, and 
thence tlio Inin.'thitiiiii a|>{)eara to have tran-HpUntcd liim to the cor- 
respondiiig [Jaev in tlic sooond aeries aa the third from Noab. 

} 21. O0MPAKI90S OF THE TWO OPNEAT-OOnW — KTTKHYt TO 
ItECOSClLE TllElB COSTiUDlCTIOSS. 

If we compare the genealogies of Matthew and Luke together, 
we bceontp aware of still more striking discrepancies. >Somc of 
these dilfcrcncca indeed are unimportant, as the oupfwitc direetioo 
of the two tables, the line of Slattbew descending from Atmliam to 
Jesus, that of Luke ascending from Jesus to hi* ancestors. Alao 
the greater exiem of tlje line of Luke; JIaitliew deriving it bo 
" Ithcr than from Abraham, while Luke <peiha(« lengtlieniug some 
listing document in order to make it more ootisimant with the uni- 
versalisn) of t!>c doctrines of Paul;") carries it U»ck to Adam and 
to God himscit More important i.i the considerable difference in 
the number of gcncrationa for equal periods;, Luka havina 41 be- 
tween Darid and Jesoa. whilst Matthew has only 2ti. Tne main 
difficulty, however, lies in this; tlutt in some ports of the geneal- 
ogy, in Lake totally diflcrcnt individuals are mode the ancestors of 
Jceos from thoie in ilaitlicw. It i» true, both writers agree in do- 
riving the lineage of Jeaus through Jowph from David and Abra- 
ham, and that the names of llic individual members of the scries 

■ Sm Clirjnloin and l.utbtr, in Cnnlau, GiiilMt«ag ia iIm K. T, 1, S. 1*3 t 
WIdct, blU. RnladrUibDai, 1 S. lUil. 
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correspond from Almiham to Davi^, a^ well aa two of tlie nnmea in 
tlic KuleojiitTiit portion : those of Siilatbi<^l and Zotnliiiltcl. Ilul tlio 
difficulty Lcfomw! ili^pcrale when wc fiud that, with tliea*- two ex- 
ceptions about midwny, the whole of the names from David to tlie 
fbstcr-fnthcT of Jwua are totally diffctt- nt in ilatfJiew and in I^ikff. 
In Slatlhcw, tli« fiithcr of Joseph is called Jacob; in Luke, Ileli. 
In Matthevr, the son of Darid through whom Joseph dost^endeJ 
from tliat kin^ is Solomon ; in Luke, Natltan : and so on, the liw 
descends, in Matthew, tlirough the race of known kin^; in I^ke, 
through an unknown collateral branch, coinciding only with respect 
to Sakthiel and ZoroLabel. whilst ihey still diftcT in the names of 
the lather of ^hithiel and the son of Zorobabel. Since this differ- 
ence apjpeaia to offer a complete contradiction, the moat industrions 
eEEbrtS oaro been made at nil times to reconcile the two. i'assinji 
in sDetice explanations evidently uusatisfaclory, such as a myslical 
sign iti cat ioni,* or an arbitrary change of nantea.t we shall consider 
two pairs of hypotlieses whidi have been most conspicuons, and are 
mutually supported, or at least bear affinity to one another. 

The first pair is formed upon the pi-csupposiiion of Augustine, 
that Joseph was an adopted son, anj that one ei-an^elist gave the 
name of his real, the other that of hLs adopted fntlier:} and tha 
opinion of tlie old chronologist Julius Afiicanus. that a Levirata 
niamagc Itad taken place between the parents of Joseph, and that 
tiie one genealogy belonged to the natural, the other to the legal, 
Iklher of .Joseph, by the one of whom he was descended from I)a»id 
through Solomon, by the other through Nathan.S The tartlicr (ques- 
tion: to which fathci do the respective gcnealogioa belong? is open 
to two species of criticism, the one founded upon literal e.\j>ni3sions, 
the other upon the spirit and character of each gospel: and which 
lead to op[xisite conclusions, Augustine as welTaa Africanus, has 
observed, that Matthew makes use of an expression in describing 
the relationship between Joseph and his so-caBcd lather, which more 
definitely [wints out the natural filial relalionsliip than tliat of Luke: 
for iho former says 'lanuj iyivfTjat rov lion^/flc wiiilsl the esprea- 
sion of tiic latter, 'Iijo^ tiw "IIAi, appears eijiially applicable (o a 
son by adoption, or by virtue of a l>iviralc marriage. IJut since 
the very object of a lA'vinile marriage was to maintain the name 
and Tiu:i^ of » di-c<-n<iod cliildIo^» brother, it uas the Jewish cuatom 
to inserilM?. the firHtboni i«on of Midi a marriage, not on the family 
ngi^ter of lii* naturid fmhcr, as llatlhew has done here, but on that 
of liiK legal lather, an Luke ho.-* done on the above supposition. 
Now tiial u person fi> entircl}- imbued wit!) Jewish opinions as the 
Kutlior of the tir^t gospel, :>h«ul<I have made a mistake of this kind, 

• OflR. hrnnil. Ill Luosin S8. t Luth". W«rkB, B'i. U. Walrh. Aoajf. S. M IT. 
} Da ccmii-iioD lLvani:"1»uiuin, U, S, a. c Fiiut., lii. 3 i mniingit Uii' iiKHlrrrii, r»r in'* 
unplr, V- F. Ill Uriiki'i Ui^^uln S. I, 180 t, Atltr Aiu;<i>lii>' hiiil •ii'-ii'tjoi'iiilv bctniui 
ftoqiMifiIi>J wiili ihi: y^ritiufi (^ ArffcAnuii. ho gHVo Dp hit own nplnioa for Itial ttt t^i^ 
iMWr. tbtm.-!. ii. T. $ KiucLiiu, IL K. I. T, aod UtUy c. g. SdUrigmucher QQ Lnko, 
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ouinot he lieM iirobnUc Accgrdingly. Schleifirranehw an<t otbcn 
«)nwtve tiicni!i(Ov(;ii boiinil I>y tlic apirit of llie twn griHjx'lg to n>Imit 
lliat Mat thi-w, in ;<piu; of his iyevtiios, mil.-*! Iwve- given tin* liiicai^ 
oS lliit* logTiI fathi^r, nL'c^mling to Jcwi^Ii eiiiili>m : wliil^tl Litki', who 
perha|M w»* noi boni ti Jew, juhI w;is lesw fiiniiliiir willi Juvrisk 
liabiL-t, might liave fiillen upon the genealogy of Ilie yowngcr Wrthirra 
of Jnaopit, who wens not, like tlw fiwlbom, in-icribed amongst the 
£amily of the (U-K-Jt»0'l Ic^ Inthcr, l>nl with thai of their nulural 
father, and iiiiglit havit (.-tki-n tluK for tlie genealogical (aUe of tliu 
first-lxini .JoM-|>!i, vrhiUl il TvaMv liclotigea to him onlj by oalural 
di»cenl, to which Jc^vrifli gei)c«logi)itA ]>aid no re^rxL* Itiil,' Im>- 
aidei the. fact which we ^hall show hereafter, that tlif. genealogy of 
Lnke can with difUntlty lie proved to be the woHc of tJie &ii()u)r of 
that go9|>cl ;— ill wliicli case the little aequaiiituice of Ijitke witli 
Jewi.'ut cuAtoniit ceai^es lo oflbnl iiiij clue to the meaning of tin.-* 
aenealogy ;— it i» ahto to be oliji-i;tivI, that the genealogi.41 of the 
firat COSpd could not Ijive written hU tyevpriae iliua without niiy 
addition, if ho was thinking of a men* legal jiaternilr. Wlierefore 
tlx^c two views of the genealoj^cal reIatioiif<lup are e<{UaUy difficult. 

However, this b/pothe^iii, which we have hitherto conaiderad 
onlv in "enpral, r»piirc^ a more detailed examination in order to 
judge ot^it9 sdmLisibihlv. In coui^idenng the propo^itiofl of a Le- 
vitate niarriagc, the argument ia essentially the same if, with \a- 
gUsfiiK and Africaitns, we aacTibe the naming of the Datural Cither 
to llaithcw, or with Schlcienuacher, to Lnke. Ab an ejtamplc wo 
ehall adopt the former atatemcnt ; the rather bocauac EnschiuB. ac- 
cording to jVfricaims, haa left ua a minute account of it. According 
to thia representation, then, the mother of Joseph waa first mamcd 
to that person whom Luke calls the &tber of Joseph, namely IlelL 
But since Hcli dieil without children, by \-irtnc of the Levirale law, 
bia brother, called bv Slatlhew Jacob the father of Jo^pli, married 
the widow, and by her begot .Toaqib, who waa legally regarded m 
the son of the deceased Ileli, and ao described by Luki-S whilst na- 
taraUy he waa the son of his brother Jacob, anil thu» di^^criWI by 
Matthew. 

But, merely thus far, the hypothesis is by no mcoiLa adtxjnato. 
Foriftbc I wo lathers of Joseph were real brother*, sons of tbesamc 
father, tlicy bml one and the same lineage, and the two genealogicfl 
woultl liavc diBcred only in the father m Joseph, all lite preceding 
portion being in agreement. In order to explain how the discord- 
ancy extends so far back as to David, wc must have recourse to the 
eecund pro|xMiition of Afrtcaniiii. llial titc fathers of Joseph were oidy 
half^brvthers, having the same mother, but not tltc same father. 
Wc must also suppose that this mother of tlw two fathers of Josepli, 
bad twice married: once with the &[atthan of Matthew, who vr»» 
Acaoettilvl from David through Solomon and tlic liitc of kiiigK, and 
to whom she bore Jacob ; and also, cither before or aAej, witli the 
• S, Sa. Camp. Wloa biU UMlwdrMrburk. I B<L S. IWO. 
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Mattban of Fjuko, the onVuriiig of whicti mArnAge was ytvMi which 
H^ having mitrric^il und (Ik-'l cliihllrss, bis hoJf-iirotlR-r Jncob mar- 
riuil his witlow. Mid begot fur tlic dccenxcd \i\a Ic^l clkild Joscub. 

Tbia Ii}'p(>th<i8i8 of 80 complicated a mairiAgc in two ftucccsaive 
goncintion;S to wliich wo uc forcvd by the dtacrcpancy of the two 
gFnL>aIogie», must ha itcknowlcdgcd to Ijc in no way irapossiblc, bot 
still hij^hly iinprobnblc : nnd the ilifilculty is cIoiilili.-il by the un- 
toward agreement nlrcady noticed, wliich occurs niiitway in the dis- 
cordant aeries, in the two members Sninthlcl and Zorobubcl. For 
to espUin how Xm in Luko, and Jcclionios in Matthew, ntfi botli 
celled the father of Salatiiicl, who vraa the futlier of Zorobabol ; — 
not only must the BUpposilion of the Lcviralc marringo be repented, 
but also tliat tlie two brotiicrs nlio successively niarriwl the same 
wife, were brothers only on the mothcr'a side Tlio difficulty is not 
diiniuislicd by tho remark, that any nearest blood-relation, not only 
a brother, might succeed in a Leviratc marriage, — that ia to sav, 
though not obligatory, it waa at least open to bia choice. (Ruth tiL 
]2 £ iv. 4 f.*) For amoe even in tlic case of two cousins, tlie con- 
COrreiice of tJie two brandies must take place muuh earlier than 
ken for Jacob and Hell, and fur Jcchonias and Xcri, wc are still 
obliged toluivo recourse to tlia bypotlieMi* of half-brotlicnt ; the only 
amelioration in this bypothui* over the oilier being, tint these two 
very pcciUiar mArringcj do not takt- \Ancf' in inimcdtHtcly consicca- 
tive gtiHCrationii. Now that this extmurdinnry double incidiMit should 
not otily have Iwen twice reiieated, but lliat the genenlogiats shbuld 
tvies have nrndc the same selection in their statements respecting 
the natural and the legal &lhi-r, nnd without any explanation, — is 
ao iroprolmblc, that even the hypothcjilit of an adoption which is 
burdened with only one-half of thc«e <litliculties, has still more tlutn 
it o&D bear. For in the cn»e of adoption, since no fraternal or otlicr 
rcUtioiuihip is nvjuircd, between the natural and adopting fathers, 
the recurrence to a twice-rirptated lialf-brotlicrliood ia diapenacd 
with ; leaving only thu necessity for twice euppoaing a relationship 
1^ adoption, and twice the peculiar circumstance, that tlic one gen- 
ealo^t from want of act^uaintanco with .Tcwisli cu.'ttoni.t wait igno- 
rant of the fact, and the other, although he took account of it, was 
silent respecting it 

It has boon thought by later critica tluit tlic knot may be looked 
in B much easier ivay, by »up|.>ostnj' that in one gosjicl we liavc tlie 
genealogy of Joeepli, in the olhi't iTuil of Maiy, m wfaich oaao tliero 
would be no contradiction in tlie di«(nvenient :t to which tlicy arc 
pleased to odd the aasum]>tion tliat Alary was an heiit^ss.t Thu 
(^)uuoa that Mary was of the race of David m well as Joseph hna 
men Ions held. Following iudced tlie idea, that the Slcsaioh, 03 a 
second Molcliii»3dec oug^it to unite in his person the priestly with 

* Conp. U'kIuwIIs. Mim. tUihU U. 9. »)0. Wiaor, hibL KMlwi^rtM-l'. ii. S. 23 f. 

SThiu K ■• Spanhdm, diil>u <vsns. p. 1, S. 13 IT. Li;^tftici, Mu'livlU. r*ului, KolnlU, 
libMuou, lattlj Qoffiiuton and oUwrt, I Eplptuuiliu, Grotliu, OIiIudmd, S. tS. 
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the yingly dignity,* and guided by llic TcUltonsliIp of'^H^.^rjlh 
Elizabeth, who was a daughter of Aaron (Luke i. i)1>); alresAfy'Ih . 
early times it w»8 not only held by many ihat the racpj* of JiuhVh' 
and Levi were blended in the Gunily of JoKCjih;! l>wt aluo tlw? o]>in- 
ion waa not rare thai .le-iiis, deriving hi;* royal lineage from Jo«'[ili, 
deBCendcfl also from the pneatly raw through JLify.I Tlie 0|>i»ioii 
of Maiy's dcacent Irom l>avid, emm howe\i!r becanis the more pre- 
vailing. )[aiiy apocryphal Vriten* dearly slalo thiit opinion,^ a» 
well as .TuBtin iklartyr, whose exntv«sion, (lutt lh« virgin wttit of the 
race of David, Jacob, Ii>aac, and Abraham, may be consitU-^tHl an 
indication that be apulivid to Slary one of our genealogies, whiuli are 
both traecd hack to Abralumi ihrongb David.f 

On imjuiriiig wbtcli of ihcite tu-o genealogies i« to be hdd lliat 
of Mary? we are slop[)OiI by an apparently insurmountable oliHlacle, 
since each Li diKtinctiy announced a« the genealogy of Joecpli ; tlie 
one in the words 'lou^ tytn'tjot rby 'I&kt^ tltc other by tire |i]iraiw 
I'iof 'IijffiJflV 70V 'lD.i. Here aleo, however, the i^ttnifOf of Matthew 
is more (k-funte than the -ui of I^e, which aeeortlin" to tliow in- 
terpreters may mean just >a well a Eon>ii^lnw or granosoii ; m tltat 
the genctive of Luke in lit. 33 wa» either inl«-nded to expross that 
Jesus was in common estimation a Koii of Joseph, wlto was the son- 
in-Uw of Heli, the fiillK-r of >Iaiy?: — or cUo, tlwt Je^ua wa#, as 
wa9bclievv(l,asonofJoM-pli,and through Mar)'«gimndM>nof Ileli.** 
A.t it may Ireie be objected, that the Jews in tlwtr genenlogies were 
aceu«lO(nod to take no account of the female biictt a farllter liy]>othe- 
ais i« had recourse to. namely, that Jlary was an heiress, i. c- llie 
datigfaler of a fithcr without t>ons : and (liat in this case, according 
lo Numbers xxx\'i. 6, and Netucmiab %-ii. 63, Jewish custom reiiuirGa 
that the person ivlio married her should not only be of the same ntcc 
nilh hencU', hut that he should henceforth sink hia own family in 
hers, and take hor ancestors as hia own. But the lirst point only 
is proved by the rcfcixance to Numbers; and the passage in Neh<■mial^ 
compared with several sirnikr ones, (Ezra iL 61 ; Numl»rr* xxxiL 
41 ; comp. with 1 Chron. ii. 31 C) shows only that nomctimea, by 
way of exception, a man took the name of bis nuitenial anccston. 
Tins difticully with regaitl lo Jewish customs, however, i« cast into 
abadc by one mucli more imi)ortant. Although uiidiMiiably ibc gCn- 
itivo case used by Luke, exjntsaing simply dcrivnlkiu in a general 



* TwIUMaL Xn Patriwdk, TmC Simga r> Tt. Tii Fitsle. dolix ftntStplp, V. 
'T|^21Si It aiTur (tbr ncm of Lrri (n't Jti'U) ia-air>*i i/uT rAn/r^puv ni^tot. 
'Afoaoii >dp Kfpisr f* m JU*t if tpx"^"- ini t* nO fvcAi Lif ^uMa n, r.X. tCMH)!. 
Thilo, rot. ftioMT. N. T. I, S. Sri e. ; Ikiu «. «• fw lUmtliaaD Ummu in AnxuMia. 
oiiiin t'liiM. I- itlii. 1. { frvUTUgrU JacnU e. I f, u. K<. 4t ottlitlaU Ibru r- 1. 
Jcmrliiiii uiil Akiu, uf Ilia nu* of Uarid, an Iwr* iDQitlannl u Uh pamu of 3t»Tj. 
yMyrlaa oo Ihr cnnirary, in iIif atavii rilrd paivac*, ({trM JnuUm llic aHe ot Saerrdot. 
tDULe.Ttyfb.i3.uk). {Vuitnti.) ^raulua. ThuJaaoaboiailicIr nfrafmuOMcC 
a lUt7, tbB daUshMT «r UdL tonHntnl la (hr kmr ■ntlil, (m* UehlAat,) appMT to 
bara ukrt ih* g^flaST ^ Lukt, whUh wt* out tnm ttili, tta that «t iUtj. •* i^ f. 
IJtfbtieal hui* f- TM)i (Mandtf, & Sli. ft Jvliidn t. U. 2. la UgtiUbM !L 1E3. and 
VaTaliMtos,lI10,3.fa)n-Mt*iBa330i; CSmp. Jcaerli. Vila, I. 
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veQl-j^Vt^ayfigiiify aiiy degree of rplatioiisliip. and conscqucmtly that 
. >.5ti^|^-'iii-l«w orjrniiiiJaoH: yet l his inli'rprclation destToys ihc con- 
:.*; • "ilwl<!ncy of Ihe whol« |>aaiMip\ lu dw tlilrlv-four prccpJingiupniljore. 
' ■ M-hich are wtsII knon-Ti t« ud from ibe Old Testament, tliia gcnilive 
douoitittral>ly iiidirat<-^ iliivxijritout the pnxriec rclalioosLip ot s. son: 
likmviM: wlieii it occurs i*l»ve-en Salalliiol and Zorobabcl : how could 
it he iiitctidpj in tin- onn in8tiiiu« of .Io.*ep!i to indicate that of BOn- 
iii-Iii«? or, arfordiiig lo llie other uilerpretalion. supposing lite no- 
inuialive viic to govern tlie whole seric*, how can wc sappose it to 
change ii» figiiiticatioii from 80ij to ^undnont great-grandson, and 
m on to ilie end t If it \te «aid the phmae 'Ail«/* tw SeoC is a proof ' 
that the gCTiciivn doe« not tic«-9.tarily indii^te a. t>»n in lite proper 
seHK of the word, we may n.'jilv liutl It ht'^iRf a t<igiiilicntioii vfith 
nttftid to lln- itnmedintv Author of exi:<te)tce equally lnaj>]thcahle to 
^ther fat)uTr-in-law or gnkixlfullicr. 

A fiirlluT ilifttciill}' is ciicountereil hy thin exphnialiun of tlio two 
ecneabgicM in cointooii with the former out;, in Ihc coneuri-cnce of 
the two names of Suliithicl and Zorolmln-l. The )(Upix>siti«« of a 
Le\-ir.ite innrriiige is us Hpiihcnhlu to tliiit cxplanHlion ns the other, 
hut tin; ink-riireliTS we are now examining pi-tfer for ihc most jart 
to snjijiii^c, llixtt these lunilhtr tiaiucs in llie ditferent gcncidogies Ih> 
long lo iliifiTcnt peTson& When Luke however, in the tweiily-tir;<l 
aiitl twenty-second generations fi-om Darid, gives the very same 
luunftt tiiat Mtttthew (including the four omitted generations,) giwa 
in tlie niiielecntli ancl tweiiticlli, one of these names being of gr«it 
notoriety, it is cerliiinly Unpoasible to doubt that they refer to tlic 
nroe jienoudt. 

Sloreowr, !n no other part of the New Tcatanient is there fniy 
trace to be iiiund of ihc Da vidical descent of Mary : on thcconirary, 
some [laiiMigov arc (Urectly opposed to it. In hukc L 27. the ex- 
pression t4 otKov StajJiJ i-cfcra only to llie inimediiitcly preceding divJpl 
^&viiiia'l<M/ji(i, not to the niorc n-nioio T:ap-$ivov ftr-iifrjOTciJiit i-tji'. 
And more {>ointcd still is the Inni of llif sciilcncc Luke ii, 4, lit'^-ir; Je 
jEoi 'li.>ori^^—Aia to rU-ai avTbi> ii oIkov ncd ^iarjua^ ia^il6,d-r:iJYputiiaffdal 
trvv Mapla k. t. ).., wiier*^ avriuf might so easily luve been Wrillen 
inHtfiid of aintiv, if (he author had ajiy thought of ujcludjng Jlury !n 
t.lift di-jwent from llftvid, Tliese expiTMious till to ovci-Howiiig tiie 
measure of proof idi'endy adduced, that it is impossible to apply the 
genealogy of the third £\iingclist to Slary. 
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A COXSIiiKiUTIox of the insumiountahle difTieultie:*, wliieli on- 
avoidahty eiiiluirrass every attempt to hriiig tliesc two genenlo- 
gie» into hnnnony witli one another, will lead u« to dcspuu" of reo- 
ouuilin^ lliem, and will incline us to acknowlcjlge, with the more 
&«e»thinking cU)» of crilies, that tlioy are mutually conttaiUo- 
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tory.* C(msM]uentl7 iher cannot tmtli be trnv-z if. ihcnrGMv. one is 
lo be prefirrred before the Ottter, scvcml circiiinstji»ccs nould bcori 
to ilcdde in favour of llie gcjienlogy of I.ukc, nitlicr tlian that of 
^lattltcw. It does not cj^ibit an nrlntrnry adlwnmcc to a fixed 
Ibim nod to equal pcriodH : and wliiL^t the lU^criUng of twenty mti- 
Cmttons to llie »ixKtt of time from Diivni to JcctMrnias or Nm. 
in Lake, is at kasl not more ofii'njii\T to prol>ability, llian tlic 
omission of four p-m-nilloiut in Miirtbcw lo hittorimi inith; 
Loke'a aIlotni(.-nl of twentj-two gOMrrntioni' for ihc perioil from Je- 
cbouias (bom 617 a c.) to Jc#us, L c. almit 600 jcars. fonning an 
avenge of tvn-nly-Mt-cn yean and a Iialf lo each grnrmtion, is mote 
ooasonant with nntTirnI eixntji, pnrli<T«lnrIy amongst eaxlwn nations, 
than the thirl*^!! generations of Slnltliew, vfliie.h make jin »\'erng« 
of forty-two ycsiTfi for caeli, Besittcs Ihc genealogy of Luke is le«s 
liabk iluui (ttat of Matthew to the TO«|>icion oT Itaving been written 
witli a design to gloriiy Jesus, since it contctils iti<<'[f with nseribit^ 
to JtMtijf a desecut from Da^id. without tracing that de^ornt tlirougit 
tlic royid line On the other liand, however, il is more iitiprobnUc 
tlial the genealogy' of the eOTnpiirntiveJy innigiiificJinl iimiily of Na- 
than ahodd hav« been prcsene*!, than lliat of ihf. royal braiu:)i. 
Added lo whk-li. the frei|Hent rtvum-niH! of tlip tuime riuitx'.t i«, ns 
jufltly Ttinarkod by UoH'uiann, au indication that Iho geue-^ogy of 
Luke i« tictitious. 

In fiicl then neither table has any ndvanln;^ over (lie oilier. If 
iIk one b unhislorivai, so also is the other, Kiiice it is nty iiiijirob- 
ablc that the gciioaloj;^ of an obacuie f.imily like thai of Joseph, ex- 
tending thKHij^fa so ^g a aericH of "eneniiions, id>ould have K-cn 
preserved during all Uk confusion of the exile, and the tlisturbcd 
period that followed. Yet, it may be said, although we recognize 
in both, so far aj) llwy are not cojncd from th« Old Testament, an 
nnrestraiued play of the imagination, or arbitrary Rp)>Iicalions of 
other genealogies lo Jeitua. — we may still lelain as an bii^itirieai lusia 
that Je.*ii!t wiw <U-M;ended from Uavid, and ihiit only tim inlennr- 
dJatc nivnib<;r» of the line of descent were variouifly fiileil op by dif- 
ferent writerf. Bui tJie one event on which this liL^tonud basis is 
miiinly supiiortfd, namely, tlie journey of the jwre-iu.* of Jc«u.>> to 
Iklhluhem in onJtr lo bo lascd, so far from siiflieing to [wove them 
to be ol' tlie house and lineage of l>avi<l. is iliwlf, as we ^Iiall pn-*. 
euUy show, by no means estabhshed as matter of Iii:'tOTy. iif more 
weight is tii« oiIkt ground, narody. that Jesus is utnvcrsaHy ri-prc- 
eentvd in the Xcw rcaiamcnt, without any contradJclion from his 
ad^-cniariee, as the dcmxiidanl of David. Yet even ihc phrase vibf 
AaS^ is a predicate that may naturally have been applied to Jesus 
not on historical, but on dogmatical groonds. According to the 

* Thw Ekben, Ki^. io du N. T. 1 Bd. S. 1». KiIkt, UU. ThniL L S. S3». 
WMKbrtirr, iMtilM. ) IS3, HA a. 4» Won.. W>i. t>ap». ( a;». ud «.tf«. ll«MlnKti 
\,t,S.Si. Wiutf. Ubl. lUdwMwt. 1. 8. eeO IL num. !■•*«• •>*•». % Xi. FrtUK**, 
Ouain. ia Ibu. p. S& AmuMO, nitKMnDB dta CteWWBtbimu tur W>ltR%laii, I, & 
190 11. 
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prophecies, the Messiah coiUJ only spring from David. When tliero- 
fore a (iahican, whose lineage waa urierly Dnknown, and of whom 
conscquciiUy do one could prove ihat he was not dcsciMideil from 
David, had aeqtiircd (ho reputation nf being tlio Alej(8ia)i; what 
mora natural tlian lliat tradition alioidd under different fonn.i Iiavo 
early ascrihcd to him a Davidical descent, and tliat genealogical 
tahlcs, corresponding with tliis tradition should have been formed? 
which, however, as they were constructed upon no wrlain data, 
would necessarily cxtiibit such differences and contradictious oa we 
find actoally existing between the genealogies in Matthew and in 
Lake.' 

If, in conclusion, it be asked, what historical result is to be de- 
duced from tliesc genealogies? wo reply: a conviction, (arrived at 
also fixim other source*,) that Jesus, citlier in his own person or 
tbrotigb his disciples, acting upon minds strongly imbued with Jew- 
ish notions and expectations, Ictt among his followers so lirm a con- 
viction of his Hessialisliip, that they did not hesiiaie to attribute (o 
him the prophetical characteristic of Davidical de<««nl. and more 
than one pen was put in action, in order, by means of a genealogy 
wliich shouM authenticate that descent, to justify his recognition na 
the Messiah, t 
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S 23. 6EETCH OF THE DIFFERENT CASOXICAL ASD AroCBTPUAL 

ACCOUNTS. 

Theiik is a striking gradation in the different reprc^ntations of 
the conception and birlli of .lesua given in the canonical and in the 
apocrj-phal gosjicls. They exhibit the various steps, from a simple 
atatemcnt of a natural oecunencc, to a ni'mute and niiraculouBly eni- 
bcUiahcd history, in which the event is traced back to its very cailiesl 
date. JIark and John presuppose the fact of the birth of .Jcsua, and 

■ Sm I>< Wtitr, Lllil. Dotlin. uiil txeg. IJnndlxxli 1, 1, S. H ; lliiu. t.. J. tluwliimi 
HItm A&ol linpruljitlilfr i.'aipljiiiuiiikii uf tliii di«a|fniifni(irit (nJ. ^I'{ili, c)iiir«U iij, iHiinE^I piu 
br Cndoir, I, p. 68 t) Iliiil ImiJit llin itotinn uDinitipiI llm Jrvt, iluit tlic MrMiili musl 
firing from iho rajral lin* »r Duvltl, ann()i«r hfl4 «riicii. tlul tliU linv hivLns bwnnio pol. 
laUd md dcdaml iiiiHutihr ot contlouine on the Ihtonu of Duvid, (JfRm. xill. SO.) by 
Ills wlck«ln« oflu later nixing mciDbsr*, ■ line more puis tlwiueLi l-'U fjuniul s<u Cn 
1m pntfrml to IL f 'Ho taiilmr ™nJWrr«(inn« on ihc origin aod liiipnr) oflhi-M ]Jmii'«1. 
ogtiH, irhirh nriir fmn Uu'ir rmin-^ii'rn Hitli Uw ai.-i'nnni of Uiu mlnculiiiu Mrlli nf Joua, 
uiBft b« mtrvvd till ^fiar Iht uxiuiiuuLiDii of Iht) LalU-r puiriL 



COieCKPTIOil OF JBSOS — TK SIJFEBNJITVEAL CIIARACTCB. lOS 

content thcan^otrcs n-ith the inddcnta] mention of llsry as the 
mother (Mark vi. H), nod of Joiwrph ux the Intfacr of Je^us (Jolin L 
46). >I]ittlK'w unil l.ukc m fuTtliRT bnck, mncc thoy etaic the {kuv 
ticulor rirriimitfcimTjt nttt-iiaing llw; conception n* wcU as the Unh 
of (hi; lili-Asijih. Jlut of lluy<c two cviingclisls I.olic moimts a step 
big)i«r than Mtilllu-n-. Aixonltne to t)ie latter Mjity, the hctrotbod 
of Joseph. l)i:ii»g Ji/Ktid vntA child, Jo«e[th u offended and dctcr- 
mtnet to put tier itwiiy; but llio nii^l nf the Ixinl \if\\8 him in a 
drwm, oitd imunv him of tho diviiM: ongin uiid i-xidlt-d ilojtinv of 
Mjuy*!* offsjiring; rlw. rexult of wliich i» ifaat Jo»<M>]i tukcs unto him 
hill wife : hill kiKin-H lier not till ftlic luis hronghl forth Iter ttret-boni 
«on. (Mall. 1. 18 — 2S.) Here the pnigiuiiicy is dincovcrcd in the 
first place, and thi;ti nftcrn'tmlx JiLttified bjr the ungcl ; hut in I^uke 
tlte prc^ancy i-t iirelacvd and unnoiinocd hy a ccToitiiil iippcirition. 
The same Gabriel, who had prcdicled tlie birth of John to Zacluw 
riaa, appears to Mary, llic k-irollied of Joi«et»li, ki\<\ Ivlis her tlint 
she ahoQ conclave by the jkiwit of the Holy Ohooit: wlK'-Tru[x>n tl»e 
destined mothc^of the Ali:»xialt pays a vi.ttt full of holy import to 
the already [infant uiotlier of his forerunner; upon whicli occanon 
both )tarjr ana Khzaheth poor forth their emotions to one another 
in the form oya hymn, (Luko i. 26 — 56). Matthew and.Lnke are 
content to prsuppose the connexion between Mary and ■Joseph ; but 
the apocrj'phfl eospets, iJie I'roUtyiJigcliHm Jacobl, and the J^van- 
gdi\tm a« JriUmUOt Mariae,* (books with the contenia of which 
the FatbersAnrttaUy agree), eeck to represent the origin of this coa- 
nexion; inieed tber go back to the birth of >fary, and describe it 
to have b«n precedou, eqnidly with that of the ilesaiah and the 
Baptist, br a divine anuunciailon. As the description of tfae Inith 
of John ill I.nke i* principftUy borrowed from tlic Old Testament 
acoounlwof Saiuuel and of Samson, so this histoiy of the birth of 
Maiy i/ an imitation of the history in Luke, and of the Old Testa- 
ment ICialories. 

luacbim, so says the apocryphal nanat)\'c and Anna (the namo 
amod'a mothort) an nnbaroT on account of their long childkw 
■iage (aa were the narentsa theBaptiat); when an angi-J ajipcua 
them both {aq in inc history of Samson) at different plaeei^ and 
^womises them a cliild, who shnll be the mother of God, and com- 
mandB that this child sliall lire the life of a Noraritc (like tlic Bap- 
tist). In early cluldhood ilary is brought by ber pan-nts to the 
tcmplo (like Somnel) ; when; fhc continues till her twelfth yj\r, v'm- 
itcd and fc<d by angels and honourefl by divine ^n^ioiis. Arrived at 
vromanhood she Lsio quit the tt^iple, hisr tatorc provision and dcM- 
tiny being revrahtl bv the oruclc to the high print. In conformity 
wiUi the prophecy ot lauali, xi. I f. : ryreaieittr ruys d* radice 



• Fklmrlm, Codex *(>»(*Tpli<i* K. T. ]. p. 19 IT. CV C : ThIH I, ^ 1«1 C 81* E 
t Grrfprj of Hjtra w Ui iiiUr]><ilslur U tcniiDdoI of lliU mtiktt «f Samutl by tin 

■ptOTplwl Aniu nhni ho uyi vt hn : Hi/iuTat niwvr aai atrn nt wrfl rfr /twrptc ft 

Xafaw^ dtr^ifwra *.t.X. Futirido* 1, p. & 
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Jette, et fios de radict fjua eucendet, et remugcct sujier eum spi- 
riiua Domim ; this oracle commftiided, Bocomine to one go»|H-J*, lh»t 
all llie anniitrripd iiicii of lliii lioiii*e of UiiviJ,— m;iM)rii;uj; lo tlie 
othej-jt lljat iiil tliH witlowt^r!* aitioiig t\w- [x-otilt", — sliwild liriiig their 
roda and lliat he on »vh(>.-«i' rud « nigii slioidii appcjir (like tlie rod of 
Aaron. Nnmh. xvii.). tminclj- the »ijjn prmlit^li-d in \\w ]>n>j)hecy, 
should take Alary iiiUo hiiii.ti^If. 'Vi\\* i<ign vriu mnnifr«tc<I U|)oii 
Josp]>h'fi rod ; fur, in exiu't atiyjrdanee with llie onwilc, it put forth 
a blocLsoiTi luid ii dove, lightwl ujwn it-t The npocrypbal gospi'Is antl 
the falhc-Jit :i{^?e in rrimwiiiiiig Jowph ns nn old mnn;} l>ut the 
narrative i.t sonit^lmt ditTctvnlly told in the two npocr%*p!iM goapul*. 
Aceordiiif; to tlic fCo'tng. tie ruiiu: Mitrinr, notwithiftiinding Mfirv-'« 
alleged viiw of eliastity, ond thu rcAittal of Joseph on actount of liin 
great age, tx-lroilimcnt took uliicc at the commftiid of the pricMl, and 
Rubitcfiiiently a marriage — (w^ich nu>rri«go, however, the author evi- 
<iently nienri:« lo leprcwiil also (i» chASte). According to the Prot- 
evang. Ju»-of>l, on the eontran,', neithi.T Lrtrtillnnenl nor mjirriage arc 
mentioned, but Joseph i« regarded meri'ly ns tiic eliosen protetrlor of 
the young virgin,|| iind Joseph on the journey lo Bctlileriem iloubts 
whetlier he »[ifdl describo hi» charge na his wife or ni> bid <Iiiug)iter ; 
fearing to bring ridicidc npon binieelf. on account of liis nee, if l»c 
called lier his wife. Again, where in SIntlhew Mnry is called ^ y*>^ 
of Joiwpli, the apocryplial gospel carefully desigiuite* her merely as 
4 ffolf, and even Hvoida usuig the term ■^ap<L}.aiiiiv or substitutes 
iha^yvAcCfat, with which many of the FalhcvB concur.1i In the I'rot- 
evanffetieum it is further rchitcd that Marv, Iiaring been received into 
Joseph s house, was charged, together with oiIht young women, with 
the mbricalion of the veirfor llw temple, and that it fell to her lot to 

Sin the true ]>UT]dc. But whilst J(iBei>h was aliw-nl on bu:<iTie^ 
ary wn* visited by an uiigel, and Jowph on his return found Jicr 
with cliihl and L-nlleil her to account, not ns a husband, but sk the 
guardian of her honour. Jlarj-, however, had forgotten tlie words 
€)( the an^cl and protested her ignorance of l!ie ciuse of her pre^ 
nancy, .loaeph was perplexed and detcnnincd to remove her sexiretly 
from under hu protection ; but on nngel aiii>enrcd lo him iu a dreum 
and reassured him by liLs explanation. The mutter was then brought 
before the priest, and both Joseph and SInry being chsiged with in- 
continence were condemned to drink the "bitter water,'** iidbip r^f 
liJyiKUi, but as they remained luiinjured by it, they were declared 
innocent. Then follows the account of the la.ting and of the birth 
of Jesus, tt 

■ Knsiit;. 3f natlr. M^r. c. T: ritmcioM ik itiima tl Janilla ftanJ nupta! luliiUi, no* 
canJ'ignfBi. f fruti^v. Jm-. c S; roir j7i(>ii'm'Tac tm hui. [ It 1' ''"'• It <!»' Kviin|[. ■!■ 
bALir. MaHbo vii. Hiiil irili, : Iml nthi^r iHfrurvnl In tfm Vniltif. Jui:. c tx. f ProtuT, a, a: 
Itpte^VTitz. Kvuiifj, (Iv )Mtiv> Mar- t^«: j;r4iMlM<riiv K|>]]i]ijin. jiilv. liju-rv*, TS, S: /^^^ 
Vti rjiv iiapiav xf,po(. nofifuv ^iiiiav n'fii -"i' Ajrio^non/i inn- noi vpiintj i ai-iifi. [ lln- 
coka^i ai'iTiv (."t TJip^etf ciavrv. c. ix, OmitmKi wiih KTiine. liw nuiiv. M«r. uii. »iit! x. 
% Arc the virlmloni In J'liilo f. S'i7. and tli« qvolitioiu frdln lbr> Falhrn at (i. Iili<i iiul. 
•■ Suuili. 1. IS, tt I'K'W- J. « — Jivl. 'the «cGiniPt In the Erang. d< naiir. iitt. ii 
bwa chAnftrriiilic. 
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Since thcfic npocryrilial lUTTstiTcs were for a lon^ prriod lirld as 
liutoncul hy the elmrcli. uid were c.tpUincxl, f^iuUly witli tbotMt oF 
lliR cnnoiiical nccounts, from the supriinntaralietic point of view ns 
minicitlou^ tbuy were cutillwi in iiioileni tintcs to shsrv willi thn 
\ew- Ti-»tiiniciit iiijftoriwi tlic benefit of tbi* tulurnl cxplnnntion. It 
on ilw oiii^ luLiid, tbc liclicf in tbe man-tllou? vais so sii])C'nibon<limlIj- 
ttroae in llic nncicnt church, that it niiclKi) licroiiil the h»iil8 of the 
New JV.iInnicnl cvt-n to the Ciiibrnoing of this iipocrrphni niirrativ«9i, 
blinding llw; vy<: lo the pcr«'plion of tlicir iniinifwtly tni]ii«IonVul 
diotaclcr; ro, on the olhcr hnni), liie po^itivi; rnlioiiiiii^ni of iioine of 
the heralds of the ino<Iri'n tnwIcJ! of explanation wn:t t^o ovcwlrong 
that they iH-Jievcfl it ui)«|aAt« to cxflnin cren (lie a[)ocrii-|>h«l in!m- 
des. Of tills vrc hnvc an exutnple in the author of ihc nataral Iii«- 
lonr of tlie gnal Prophet of Nazareth ;• who tioc» not IM^■'iltttc to 
include ihn jslories of the lineage and curly ywirs of .Mary williin tlie 
cinrl« of lii* repreiscntutione, and to give llieni a naliinil expltin:ition. 
If we in our day, with a perei-ption of tin- tiibulou-t chnnic-KT of fucli 
narratircs, look down alike n[K>ii the K»tht-r» of thi; ilmrc.b nn<i u|>on 
these nnturuIUtic inler]m^lerH, we arc certainly so far lu tlic right, aa 
it ia oniy by gro»» ignoruuoe ibat (Iiis dianiclcr of the apoci^'phal 
accounts is here to bo mistaken ; more closely considered, howot'er, 
the diffim:iice between the apocrvphal and llie canonical iiarrati\-eB 
coDceming tba early hlstoiy of tfie Baptist and of Jesus, is aeen to 
be merclv a difference of Ibnn : they have sprung, as wc shall hen>- 
aAcT lind, from the same root, tlmiigh the one ia a fresh and licalthy 
nirout, and tlie olhex an artificially nuriured and weak aftergrowth. 
Still, tlie Fathrrs of the church and theae naturalistic intcrpretera 
bad this i^uperiorily o^'er moat of tlie tlieologiana of our own time ; 
that ihcy did nut allow thcnnaelves to be detvived n^pccting the 
inherent HiiniLirity liy lite diffenmco of fonn, but interpreted the 
kindred narratives by the same mcllioil; treating both as miraculous 
or both as natural ; and not, as t» now usual, the one sa tictkm and 
the other aa liialory. 

DUUaKKRMENTS OP THR CtNOMtUL <i08PBL;S IN IttXATlOV 
TO THE POBU OPTUt: ANKUXUIATIOX. 

AFfEii the foregoing general skotdi, wc now proceed to e:camiRe 
the external circunistanct-a which, ncoonling to our gospels ailciided 
the first comnninicntion of tite future tilth of Jesua lo Mary and 
Joaeph. Ijeavii^ out of sight, for the present, the ii|icdnl iniiMrt 
of llie annunciation, namely, that Jesus sliould lie su[i<mialiirally 
begotten of the Holy Cihoat, wc sliall, in the first phwre, con.iidi-r 
merely lite fomi of the annouiMcmcnt ; by wliuin, wlien, and in nliat 
uiatnier it was madc^ 

As the birth of tlic Baptist was prcnously announced by an 
luigel, so the conception of Jesus was, according to tlio ^wpcl his- 

* "DinnatbtlJchaQutdiidiUilMpnOTn Prvj-liMta tod Naunth," Ilcr B*iid Si. 110 £ 
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tones, ]>TOc1uiinc<l nAcr the ranic fashion. Hat whilst in the one 
case, wc liavo but one histoty of llic apparition, thnl of Luke ; to 
tl)C othw vrv liav«! two accotints, nccounts Lowc%xr wliicli do not cor- 
rcjijWHi, imtl whicli wo must now compare. Apart from llic cs^mliAl 
ei;niifi>''iti<'ii III*' twoiiccounUcxhibit the following diftbrciiws. 1. Tlic 
iiiiliviilital ivlio ii]>[)CiLn<i \» callcHl in Matthew l>y the indelinilp uppcUa- 
lion, aiiffet of th« hml, iljyf Aof Ki'p/oi> : in Luke by iiamc, the anffct 
OalruJ, !> »i)7eAof ra;)p(^A, 2. The person to whom the angc! appciiTS 
i«, dcoonling to Mattlicw, Joseph, according to Luke, Mary. 3. In 
Matthew ihc itppaiatiou is seen in a dream, in Luke wliilst nwnkv. 
4. There is a disagiOGincnt in relation to the tiinc at wliicb ilie appari- 
tion took place : according to Matthew, .Tosepb receives the bcawnly 
communication tiftcr Maiy was already pregnant: accoriling to Luke 
it 18 made to Slaiy prior to her pregnancy. 5. Ijastly, both the pur- 
pose of (he apparition and the effect produced arc different ; it n-ns de- 
eigm-d, according to Mattliew, lo comfort Joseph, who was tixiublcd 
on account of tlic pregnancy of his belroflicJ: according to Luko 
to prevent, by a previous auuouiiceniciit, all poasibiUly of offence 

Where the diaci-eponciea are »o j^tcit and so csscnti.il, it mav, 
at first sight, appear altogellier aii])ertlu(>ufl to inquire whether tno 
two Evangelists record on« and tfie same occurrence, thougli with 
considctablc disagreement; or whether they record distinct occui^ 
rcnccs, so tliat the two accounts can be blended together, and the 
one be made to amplify the other? The first eupposilioncaimot bo 
aduiitlcd without illl]x^aching the historical validity of the narrative ; 
for wldch reason most of our theologians, indeed all who see in tlie 
nuTRtive a true history, whether miraculous or natural, have de- 
cided in fiivour of tho second supiiosition. Maintaining, and justly, 
HaX the silence of one Evangelist concerning an event which is nar- 
nited by the other, is not a negation of the event,* they blend the 
two accoujits together in the following manner: 1, First, the angel 
makes known to Mary lier appraiching pregnancy (Luke) ; 2, slic 
then journeys to Elizabeth (tlje same goapel) ; 3, aftcj' her retiini 
her situation being diiicovered, Joseph lakes offence (Matthew); 
whereupon, 4, he likewiite m vUited by an angelic apparition (the 
same gospcLt) 

But tni^ arrangement of tlie Ineidcnt* iit, as Scldciermachor \taA 
alrcadv remarked, full of dilliciiliy ;t mid it M;em.i tliat what is re- 
lated by one Evaugeliitt iit not only not prctuppuned, hut excluded, 
bj the other. For, in tlic first place, tiic conilucl of tlic angel who 
Appears to JoAeph ii not cuMity explained, if the mme or unoLlier 
augel had previously apjicureil lo Mary. The aiigcl (in Matthew) 
speaks alt'^gv'tlier ait if hi.-« communication were tlie first in this 
affair: Ite n<iitln'r refers to the mcusagc previously received by .Mary, 
nor re]>rotu^ies Jod<i*ph because be ma not bclicve<l it; but more 

" AnKiuliii, da ^ommi. mai-jrlUl. li. 5. f I'auliu. OlihCDMa, YAUaAs, Couim. in 
Muth. |i. &6. I Cdciiii. il« Wr<U*> rxti. llunlliuili L I, Ik 1(L Scbldvniucbar Gbcr 
iKi Scfarinca dt* LolUB, S. i'i lE 
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thnii :ill, the informing Joaeph of tl»c nantc of ihc pxpcctcl cliilil. 
Mill ll»' K'V'ng l''"" * ™H delwl of the icasonB wliy I»c sbould be ao 
called, (lliill. I. 21.) would hurts been wholly suurnnotu had the an- 
gel (ncconliiig to Luke i. 31.) alicady iiKiicaleil tliU natnc toSIair. 
Still more inoomprcbcnsible is the conduct of the betrothed 
paitiut according to ihia airangenicnt of emits. Ilnd Maiy been 
Ttsited by an angel, who had made koon-n to Her au appiwicfai]^ 
•upcmatutal pregnanes, would not the lirst impul^^; ot a dcUcAe 
woman hare uecn, 10 liasteh to iinpait to her bctruibcd Die import 
of the dirinc messages and by this rocans to anticipate the humiliat- 
ing diiwovciy of her aituation, and an injurioua suspicion on the 
part of her affianced hunband. Uut c^cactly thia discovery Uaiy 
aliowK J(i.te)ih to make from others, and thus exi»tca suspicions ; far 
it is cvidi-iit iliai iIms expiesston eipW^ Iv yoffTiI S^tjuw (SUtth. i. 
18.) Ki|^iifie.-< a discoYCty made in<lcpcDdcnt of any communication 
on MaryV juiri, and it is nqoally dear that in lhi» tuaiiner oulv does 
Jompli obtain tlie knowlet^ of her xilualion, ainee hia conduct is 
Kpiemnled aa the result of that dlMovery (evphiuudat). The apo- 
cryphal Protevangelium Jawki felt bow Riiigmaticid Sfary's conduct 
rouat apnear, and souglit to aoWc. ilic ililHcully in a manner which, 
contemplated from the supranaluralistie point of view, is, perhaps 
the most consiftient. Ilad Alar}' retained a recollection of the im- 
port of ibe liearciity message— njion lliiit point tlkit wltole ingenious 
repiesentation of the apocrj-phal g09i|)cl rests — she oiiglil to havo 
imparled II to Joc^^ph ; but since it ta obrioua from Joaepira de- 
meanour tlint »hv did not acnuaint him with it, the only remaining 
altcniativD i.i, to admit that llie mysterious communirnlion made fo 
Mary had, owing to lier excited state of mind, escaped her memory, 
and tlut site wa^ herself ignorant of tho true cause of ber pre^ 
oancv." In tael, nothing is Idl to suprannturalism in tlie present 
case but to seek refuge in llie miraculous and tli« incomprehensible. 
The attempts which titc modem theologians of this class Iiave made 
to explain Mary'a sikiice, and even to find in it an admirable trait 
in her character, are so many rash and aburtira cfforta to make a 
virttio of necessity. According to Hesat it must have coat Mary 
much self-denial to liaru conct^led tlio communicatioR of the angol 
from Joseph ; and this reserve^ iii a matter known only to Iierself 
and to God, mus^ be regarded as a proof of her firm trust in tiod. 
Without doubt .Mary communed thus with lierscif : It is not witltout 
a purpOL'« that this Hp|);iriiion ha.t been made to me aloiw, liad it 
iMcn intended that Jose]>li shouhl have juirlicipatcd in tite communi- 
cation, the angel would have appeared to him alao (if eauli individual 
&roured with a divine revelation were of ihia opinion, Itow many 
special rcvcJations would it not require T); beaidca it is an affair ot 

ifVi. Vriua qacMiofinl Lj io*«|ib At iMiim hini urilh «>■»; eu TOOmu, wOtP totl 
ntn r6 h rf foatfi iitB. o. 13. |. Gmc1i>(U( dtrili^ri UbUo lulHO^Iahn Jmdii,*,v. 
LTbLaa«. Cop.lli'akDun.S.ITtfi; 
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God olom, cotittoriuently It lieraniPit nie to leave it with liiiii lo oon> 
rinoe Jo!tr|^i (ihn ttrgunit-nt (if iiutolenec). OUIiiiiisor txHKiirx, luid 
mAtlf Iiu fiiviMiritc go.iier.il remark, that iti ivlntioii to cvenljt no CxtrK- 
vnliniiry tli(^ riirA.->ure ijf |]it; onlinnry m^oirri.'iici'* of iho worM U 
iii>t niijilicnbli^ : II CJilcgory iimli'r wlikli, in t.liis initlniir*', llii* highly 
(smriiliiil coiiiiiilcriiliiiiis i>l' dt'liitiu'v iiinl jimjirit.'Iy nir inclmlcl. 

Jlore in iMicunlaiifC with the viows of tin; ii.iiurnl inli^rjiirter*, 
(lie A'vanfffliam da nalivitatf. Jlfwite* imd inib8(y|uriitly noiiic Islcr 
writers, for ex<un])l4', the author of tlic iiiiturni hiiitory of the great 
prophet of Nnznretli, hnvi; cottght to explain SIar\'s silimcc, hy »up- 
poMiig Jo«eph lo hiivc Ixx-n iit ii di^ttmcc from the nlwil*- of !ii« nf- 
tianccu bride «t thv tinut of th<; licJivcnly comTniiiiirstion. Aceoiil- 
ing to them M«ry wns of Niwarcth. Joscpli of Bethlehem : to vr hieli 
latter pliicv Jo*ciJi dfpiirtcii lifter the betrothing, and did not return 
(o Mnry until the expimtion of three months; when he diseorercd 
ihc prrgnanoy which liad taken place in the interim. But since the 
R(>»uniplion tluit Mary and Joseph n;sided in ditfcrcnt lomlitie^ has 
no foundation, as will ]irescutly lie seen, in the canonicnl goapcls, 
the whole explnnntioii fiilU to the ground. \Vithout sucli uii as- 
sumption, Jhiry's sikiice towards Josepli might, pcrliujis, have been 
aeeounteil for from llie ]ioitit of view ol the naturalistic iiiterprettra, 
by imtiginiiig her to have been licld back through modenty from 
eonfesi-ing a situation so liable to excite suspicion. Bill ono who, 
like MiiT^-, was so fiilly convinced of ibo divine agency in the mat- 
ter, and liad sliown so rcadv a comprehension of her niyslcrioua des- 
tination (Luke i. !)8.) could not possibly have bctiQ tougue-tied by 
petty coiLsi derations of false shame. 

Consequently, in order lo rescue Mary's eharactcr, wilhoul bring- 
uig repioai'h upon .foacjih's, and at the same lime lo n-ndcr hLs nn- 
beliel' itilcUigibbv inlorprelers have been eompellcd lo as^mise tliat 
a coiunmnication, though a tardy one. was actually mmle by Mary, 
lo JowpL Like the last-named apocryjilial gosjxJ, they itin-odtice 
a journey, not of .loaepli, but of Slarj' — llic viait to EUiiabeth nwji- 
tioiHid in I.nkc — to account for tlie postiwnement of the conimimi- 
calion. It i.^ pn^lmble, »nyi Faulii.s that Mary did not ojx-n her 
bttat lo J"!<eph before this journey, Iwcau-W she wished ti»t to 
eomtult witli her older fimia as lo the mode of making thtr i\iif 
cloHtiin to bint, and wbctlier she, ait the motltt-r of the McMiuh, 
ouglit to marry. 

It was not till after her return, and then mo:*t likely ihrongii 
tito medium of olliers, thai flic tnade Jo:^i.']>!i lu'qiminie^l with her 
eitualii'ti, and with the proniise^ kIic hnd rt-ccivi-iil. Hut Jnxi'pir.i 
mind wiut not pro[ierIy attuiivd and [>r''^iiired for iiui'-h a dixelusure ; 
bt became hnuntt'd by all kinds of llioughls: nn<l vacillated lie- 
twcen suspicion imd liojre till a letigth » dreum di.-<.-idwi him.t But 
ia tbo first place a motive is here given to Mary'ji journey which 
is foreign to tlio account in Luke. Mary sc(» off to Klixalfelli, not 
• Cb. tUL~>. t I-Buliu, tMtf. iiaoab. 1 A., u. 131. lia 
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to take counsr] of Iier, htit to assure bcrwlf ir^nlin^ titc sign «p> 
pointed hy llic nngcl. No luicitsincsa which the fricnil is to dissi- 
pate, liut n jjTouil joy. iiniilloj-od l>jr tins snialWt mixiL-ry, is cx- 
■pteaaed in her sjilut.ilitxi U> the fatnrc motl>OT of' the Kuptist. llut 
Desidcs, n coiifi»sion to tnnltly inaile can in nowidc justify Miiry. 
What belutviour on the part of nn ndtAnw-d bride — after liaritiz le- 
ccircti a divine oommuiiicaliwi, »o nuirly coi»ceming hvr future utL»- 
Innd. aftd in a niitltcr so <]clicut&^(o travel miU-s away, lo alMcnl 
bersdf for throe months, and ihvn to permit her betrothed to K-am 
through thin! pcnwns that which could no longer be eonccsdcdl 

Those, therefore, who ilo not ini]>ule to llary a line of conduct 
which certainly our Kvangclist^ do not imimte to her, must allow 
that she imparted the mcsgagc of the angel to hvr future husband 
ail soon aa it had been n-vcaled to her; but that he did not believe 
her." But now let ua sec how JoBcph'a character is to be dealt 
witli! Even Uess ia of oi>inion tluit, sineo Joaejib was act^uainted 
with Man', he IiaiI no cause to doubt her wonl, when sbc told lum 
of tlie ap[>arilion she bad liad. This scopticiani presupposes a mis- 
trust of his betrothed which is incompatible with his character as n 
jutt man (llatt. L 19.) and an incredulity reacting tlic marvel- 
lous wliich is difficult to rc«;oneili! with a readiness on oilier occa- 
sions to believe in angelic apparitions : nor, in any case, would (Ills 
waut of tiith ha\x cscni>ed the censure of llie angel who subse- 
quently appeared to lumself. 

Since then, to suppose that the two accounts are pantUd, and 
coni|>tcte one another, leads unavoidably to results inconsistent with 
tJie [t«ii*e of the Oospela, in so tar as tliey evidently meant to ro- 
prescnt llie characters of Joseph and 5Iary as free from blemUh : 
th<; iiuj>lKi:<iti>'n cannot be admitted, but the accounts iiiutually cx- 
ciudc eiich other. An angel did not a{)pcar, first to Slary, .■iiid also 
nflcrwanU to Joseph; he can only have ap)>iaared either to tlio one 
or to th« other. (Vinser^ucntly, it is only the one or the other re- 
lation which can be regarded as hislori<%iL And here dificrcnt con- 
sideratioti* would <:oiiduct to opposite decii*ion3. The hisionr in 
Tllutlliew might a|i[iear tlie raore probable from (be rationalistic point 
of view, bcciiusc it is more ea.iy to interpret naturally an appai'itioii 
in a dreJtni ;^*hil9t tlial in Luke miglit be jirirferrcd by tiic supra- 
natoralistic, bccMt»« tlie manner iu which the Ku.i[ncion cast upon 
the Iwly viTfrin is refuted Lit more worthy of Uod. But in fact, a 
neare.r vxamiiuition proves tliat iicItlKfr has any e.4!<cntial claim to 
be advance! bi-for<f tlie other. Ilnth eonl.-iin an anj^i-lic Rjijuiritton, 
and both are then'ture eneumben-d willi nil tbir ditliculliv:^ uliidi, a» 
was stated al>0\x> ir^ relaliun to llw aiiiiuiK-i.-iti>.iit of the birth uf the 
Baptist, oppo«<! tlic belief iu angvU and npjKiritions. Again, in both 
narnilions the import vf the angelic mc.-<S4^ is, as we sluill pre»- 
V. Thus fA'i-rv cntcrion which 



cntlv sec. an im|)ossibilily 



■lit diy 



tcnuine the adoption of the one, and tlic njojtion uf the other, di»- 
' To t)iU ftplaloii XcanJet ladliin 1.. J. di. 9>. 18. 
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nppcnrs; ntii] wc lind onreclvcs, in rofcroncc to Imth account)*, dri\*en 
Iwck hy nccfssity to the mj-thical view. 

From fhis point of ricw. all the vorioiia explanations, whicli tlic 
BationalislA Imvc attempted to give of tho two uppanliong, vnniah 
of themselves. pAuliu explains tlio Appnritioii in Slatllicw as n 
nalunil drcMint, occasioned by JI»ry's previous communicfition of tbu 
announccinicnt nliicli hsd 1>cen made to her: and with n-Iiicli Joseph 
must haw been nequainted, liec.-iusc this alone ctin iiecount for his 
having heani tlie same words in his dream, which the angel liad 
bcforcfiaiid addressed lo )1iut: bat mtieh rather, is it prcciselj^^is 
Nmilarity in the language ot tfic presumed second angel to that of 
the first, with the absence of all reference by the lalter lo the for- 
mer, which proves tliat tlie words of tiro lirsl angid were not pre- 
supposed by the second, ne^idcs. the natural expknatton is unnihi- 
ialed the moment the nair.itives are shown to be mylhicah The 
same remark applies to tlie exphination, cX[)ressod guardedly indeed 
hy Paulus. but openly by the author of tlic "Natural history of the 
great piBplicl of Xazareth," namely, that the angel who ^TsitcJ Maiy 
(m Luke) was a human being: of which we mimt speak hereafter. 

Aceonliiig to all that has beai said, the followitij; is the only 
judgment we can fonn of the origin of the two namitives of the 
aii^ic npuaritioiiR. 'Die eoiiccplion of .Jciuit through tho power 
of the Holy Ghost ouglit not to be grounded u]x>ii a mere uncertain 
Kuspicion : it must have been elcorTy and positively .is»erled; and 
to tlii;ft end a iiiessenger from Iicavcu waa required, ttince theocratic 
decorum neemed to clcmaiid it far more in neUtlon to the birth of 
the Mosiiali, tliaii of a Samson or a Jolin. Also the wonis which 
the angcU use, correspond in part with the Old Testament anmm- 
cialions of extraordinaiy children.* The a])]>cariiig of ihc ungel in 
the one narrative beforehand to Mary, but in the other at ji Inter 
period to Jose|)h, i.s to be n'gardeil as a vitriulJon in the legend or 
m the comjwjition, which tindw an explatwitory counterpart in the 
history of the annuneintion of l:<aae. Jehovah (Gen. xvii. 15.) 
promises Abraham a son by iiJAnih, upon which the I'atriareh can- 
DOt refrain from hiughing; bat h« rcwivcsn repetition of theossar- 
anco; Jehovali (Gen. xii-iiL 1, ff.) makes this promise under the 
Terebinth tree at >Iamre. and Sarah laugha as it it «to something 
altogether novel and unheard of by her ; lastly, accordmg to Gen. 



* 0*11. xvii. 10; LXX. (A<inunc>*II<in bf 

ido^ SaMo i i^fvij aau Tf {rriti ttiit vi^\ nal 

naiiaut rb V)><nig eiroii 'laai«, 

Juilg. iilil. S. f A riDaii.'Uiion of Snin- 

nl aMc ioitnu oiiov tAv 'Iam^J Ik X"f^ 

ticn. xvi. II IE (Annunanlioii cT Iib- 

mirl); 
icaAntv abri 6 ijyrics Kvoioif (AiS ai hi 
vaatpl Ixaf. mi rif^ vlAv ad iiaiimt( Til 
iH^ airoi 'Itffiaji Oin»( tarat 



Ualth. t.SI 

t«i *aSii9K TOOO^iuJiii' Mufiuiji rji- jmai- 

imiia airoi 'li/omv nirat yitp mini rbv }la- 
iv avrai dxd rbic ojMpruJv avrin. 



Luke 1. 10 If 
Atit (■ir(V i ifftXat airy lioO SdUM^ jv 

airuv 'lijoavv Oiro( tcrOL. 
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xxl. 5 S it U Gm after Usku-^$ birth tlmt Ssrnh montiona line 
Ijuighing of tbc people, whidi i.-< raUl to linvu Iki-h the ocoiuioa of 
Ills name; whereby- it aptteunt ihat lliU hift liistori- <Iocs not pre- 
suOTKMc the exutrncc of the two ntlirr n<.-c<>iuii)t of llic annunciatioD 
of tlw' Vtirlli of Isaac." Aa in relation to tin- birth of Imac, different 
legemU or poems were formed witliout n-fi'TfJu-j,! to one another, 
some simpler, some more embellished : so n'e Itavc two discordant 
nnrnilivcsconccmuig the birth of Jc:{U!t. Of thejie th*f nnrratirc in 
Jlatthcwt is the simpler and ruder ttyie of eom|)Oi(itton, etiiec it 
AfK» not axoid, thour>)i jt be bat by a tnuifiiiMil :>ii*pirJoii on tbc 
part of Joseph, the throwing a sliaae o»or the cliarjutcr of Mary 
which is only subsixiiiently reino\'ed; that in I^tke. on (Ik; roiitniry, 
i^ a more refined and artistical representation, exhibiting 31ary from 
thn fltit in the pure light of a briae of Iiearen. J 

S 25. istronr of the .ixcKL's ut^iuuiii: — Fi;i-Fii.f.aEXT op rnE 

PlWl'UE<;r OF [li.MAII. 

According to Loke. the angel who appears to M«y. in the first 
place infonns her only that she sbaU become pregnant, without spe> 
vifyiri^ after wltal manner: that sW shall brin/ lorlli a son and call 
hi* name Ji-Mim: he shall l>e "reat, and shall be called the Son of 
the IIi)^lie.-<t (if&f iV^ffro*]); and (lOtl shall give unto bim the titrone 
of iiis tJiilK'T t>avi<l, an<I be ^liall reign over the house of Jacob for 
ever. 'J'iie xtibject, the Me^^tali, is here treated proctscly in the 
hmgujigi'. common to tlic Jews, and e^'Cii the term S'M (if tAa HiffJuit, 
if nolhmg further followeil, must be taken in the same acnao; as 
acc'inling to 2 Snin. vii. 14. Ps. ii. 7. an ordinary king of Israel 
mtglit l>e so named; still more, therefore, the greatest of these kings, 
lliv iMcssiuh, e\'Gai considered merely as a man. This Jewish lan- 
guage reflects in addition a new b'ght upon the question of the bia- 
toric i-alidity of the angelic apparition; for wc must agree with 
SchleiennaeWr that the real angel Gabriel would hardly have pro- 
claimed llie advent of the Slcssinh in a (vliraMnlcigy w strictly 
Jen'ixli :{ On w!ii<^h reJL<ton wc arc^ iiiclin<?d to eoinctdi* with ihiii tliv* 
olopau, and to uMiitM:: thi;* |iiirlieular |«>itioii of the hi.-itorv, a.-t aUo 
that whitrh pnH:eiIej> and relates to the itaprtKl, (o one and (he !>aiae 
Jcwiab-duicilian autlior. It i.t not till Alary opiw-icit tlie tact of her 

* Osoif. dn Wrttf, K/ilik An nuuixliKa Gorhicbls. $. SC ft 

t Ik I'liuio, nthirb ifuRiltn; lu UalUw*, Jowpb hail in hi> sltpfi, hid LmUm a 
Unil of >;]>•- <■ >!■•' riiii* )<y ■bsrh, aenrdtaf U Ike S'tiritb tnililioa rtlaUA bj Jo. 
n|4iiu, tbt Itlhit «f Vim WM n)inA>r(f4 aDiIrr ilnDar drcamtUacai, vbni nlTciIng 
aaxUty (aanrnioj die tnipuaA!V tt tan tiU\ ahhouelt for a ililKironi naioo. Jotnph. 
Arutf. II, In— 3. "A nuo akuc name wai Amran, ow of Uw Doblti MUl i4 lleliR**, 
wan afnM tor h'u whule asclon, ln( it ij»ul<l fail, M' t)w nnt cf young nun lo In l«uiighl 
np UnnAu, anil nii «ury aniatj at it, hi> nits tniiiijf lliro otlk dilU, and h* kiww not 
vlial I* io. Ilonupun Iw liMHilt bimMlf to fnrwt lu Ci«l ... Anoinltnslj (Jod 
lud mmj- no him, aad wm taavei ^ly K» luppliulian. II« ttml Ir htni !a hit alcnpi, 
and nhannl Um set ht di>p«lr al hia hlan IkTouri. . . fn tbi' rliilil U thins liuU 
diflnr the Jldinir midon Itaa tb« didriM limj u* aoilo' tnm Iki F^cTplttni. Hit 
luttmrj ikaO he (iinwu mblk iht surhl UMf," ] C iT " » Asamn, Fa<lhi]Junt[ 4m 
Ckriuunfaonu, i. (i. SUM f. f Vttm Dc ScbriAca det Lvdna S. 23. 
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virrinity to the pomlies Ctf a son, tliat ibc sngcl dclinos the nature 
of tne conception : tliat it uliall be by the Holy Gboiit, by ttic power 
of l!« Iliglwst; after which the appellation vlvc i-^iarov rwicivta a 
aittra procbo mclaplivdlcal acnac. .Vs a confirmatory sigii thai a 
matter of tliia kind is nowise irapoSBible to God. Jlarj- is referred 
to lUal whieli liad occurred to her relative Elizabctb ; wiicrcujion, slie 
rciu^n.t herself in Ciith to the divine determination respecting hcjr. 

Ill Ulalthcur, wliere the niaiii point is to diseipatc JoscjJlis anx- 
iety, tlie angel begins at once with tbc comnimiieation, that llic 
cliild eoiicei^cd by Slary ia, (as iho Evaii"elL=l liad already staled of 
liU own aceord, chap. i. 18.), of the I^ly OAosl {^'evfui Sytov)^ 
bimI hcrt-upmi tho Slesiiiamc destination of .leans ia first pointed oac 
by llic cxpn*3j<io«, I/e shall eaee AUjKojilc ftmn t/ieir ain^ Tliia 
language may aecin to sound leiss Jewish Inan titat by which thfi 
31o.-vtiuiii(; station of tJie child who shouhl he bom, is spt forth ia 
Luke; it ia liowe\pr lo be oljserved. thai winler iho lenn jww ia{ta(t- 
Tituf) in coiii)>n>hi-nd(-d the jmnishnent of ihose suia, iiajiieJy, llic 
snbjvetioii of tlie. jieople to a foivign yoke: so iliat here also tiiu Jew- 
i«b vIcnK^iit li not wanting; as neither in Luke, on tbe oilter liuiid, 
is the lii^Uor <lealinnlioii of the Mcsaiali left wiioUy out of i^igbl, 
eince miller the tenn Ui reiijH [iam^siuv, the nile over an obedient 
and R^gi'iit^affd jH'opli; i.t hicludcil. Xe.'tt ia aiibjoineil by the an- 
gel, or tnon^ probiibly by ihv- iinmilor, an oraele from llie Old Tes- 
tament, inlTVidiicv'd by ihe often incurring phrase, nil (/il« wu done, 
that it tiuijfil iif. /lil^Uiul which vne vpokui of the Ijjrd l/y tha 
j>ny/Aet. [v. 22.]. It is ihe proplievy from Isiiiali, (ehnp. vii. 14.) 
which the conception of Je»U!« after tht» mimncr shouUl uccoinplidh: 
iianit^ly, a rirgm thitll bv v:Uh chiUl, und bfi'ili (ii-'mrj forth a son, 
and theij ^oiU ciU his tianui JCmnMnucl — tiod-with-ufl. 

The original Keiiitc of this pussjige hi Isaiuh is, accoi'ding to 
inotlem n'«-iireh," llnx. The prophet is desiroua of giving AhaZi 
who, ihruugli fear of the kings of ^yria and Isrucl, was disposed to 
make a trt-aty with Assyria, a VivAf assurance of the speedy dca- 
truclion of Wis much dreaded enemies; and be therefore saya to 
him : suii]>osc that an unmiirricd woman now on the point of be- 
coming a wifet shall conceive ; or categorically : a ceriaiii young 
woman is, or is about lo be with child : (perhaps the jiropbeta own 
wife\; now, before this child ia bom, the political aaiHict of aflaira 
sliall be so much improved, that a name of good oiiteii slisll l>e given 
to the cJiild ; and before he sliall lie old enough lo use his reason, 
the poiver of these enemies shall bo completely annihilated. That 
is to say, prosaically expressed: before nine nionlha sliall have 

* Compan GcHntiu uiiil lllLii|[. CuiniRifnUk]n'ii turn Jouiti; al>«itiTiii Gvburtdta 
IfDTDAnuvL <fiirfh <inc JbOf;rFaii, in tli^ii tlint^^ijiiiJifri Stuilimi ti. Kritikpn. t8:M. 3. Hr^t, 
S, Ml (T. f Ibi" cijiluiinlinn iluo nmy with ibr' iiiijiiinjinr" of cwolrovtriT rf!|«!ciiiig 
iLa «oni riBIJ. Jlonowr 11 niiiihl lo liu di'i:li!«1 liy lliu fuvt iliul lliu woni ilimt dul 
■ij^ifj' in iitircuj'ulAlr. liui a iiinrriiiffnt^jld vuung U4>i:i;i]i, (««t CftitlviX So nrly at 
■III \\mt oS Jiutin thp Jen* inninuinvd Uiil ihc uurd Dt!^ tniglil nol to l>c tniulcml t^ 
>«p0t'rac> Lol l-y yrivit. Dial. r. Tryf^ iw. 43,jf. 130 K Caaif. /m. aili. iarr. iii. SI 
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passod away, the roTi<lition of tin; kingilom sliull 1k^ «tiicn<!cfl, ami 
wilbin atx>ut three yvars lite ilaii-fiT sluiU Iinvc (lunpjxuirci!. Tbiu 
mach, at all events, is dcmonslnitcil ^J^ modem cnticism, tliat, nn- 
der the circiimMnnceit sliitcxi by J»i.-ih in the intrwludion to tlic 
oracle, it ia only » sipi hnvtng rcfen'tit'c to (liu netiinl monienl and 
the near futnte, wliii-li ooiii'l \\hvk iiny niraninji. How ill chosen, 
acconlinj^ to Hengjtti^nlx'r^'s" inlerpreliition, is the jirophel'a Ian- 
gnage : As wrtjiinly- ji* (tie ilay shall urrivc when, in fultilment of ihc 
covenant, ttie Me:isiiib shall be liom, so impossible is it llwt the 
people among whom be shall arise, %r the family wltencc \x shall 
spring kIiiiII jiiiss iiway. How ill-judg".'d, on the part of tite prophet, 
to endeiivonr to nmke the improhabliity of a speedy deliverance ap 
pejir h-A* imjmiludilc, by nn Hppejil to a yet greater improbability in 
the fiir diiitunl finurel — And then ihc given limit of a few years! 
The overthrow of the two kingdoms, such is Hengstcnbcrg's cxjda- 
nation, sliall tnke pixce— not in the immediately saececiling years, 
befow the child sjieeified shall hnve acquired the use of his reason 
bnt— witbtti «iieh » npnce of time, as in the fiir future will ela|)«e 
between the birlh of the Messiiih and the linct itevelopmeMt of bis 
mi^ntal jtowi-r.*; Ihrreforc in about thn^: vcani. Wbiit ii mun.tlrous 
confounding of time*! A child is to be boni in tlir disliml future, 
nnd tliat whieh .ihall happen before this child )tludl know l>owtO use 
Jus leason, i* to lake pliice in tire nearest prfsciit time, 

'llins Panhis and his pirty arc dccideilly right in opposing to 
Hengsietibcrg and his I<«rty, tliat tlie prophecy of iMiiah ha* rela- 
tion, in its original local sigmlicalion, 1o tne then existing cinmni- 
stnnces, aiul not to the future Messiah, still less lo Je^n;>. HeJig- 
alcnberg, on iJic otlicr hand, is equally in the right, when in oih 
posilioit to Paulus be maintains, that the passage from Isaiah is 
ftdoptetl by J^Iutthew as a prophecy of the birth of Jesi« of a vir- 
gin. Whilst the orlhodos commentalors cNplnin the often nxnrring 
tAat it mhjlit Ix: fiil^SlJed {''"o ^^'Ip^^), and cjmilar exprejisiona 
Rs signifying: this baj^pcned by divine arratigemcnt, in onler that 
the <.rtd Testament prophecy, which in its %Try orijpn liad refcT- 
enec to the New Testament oocorrcnee, might Iw fulfilled: — the 
rationalistic intii]iretcr8, on the contrary uiidersland merely: this 
took place after such a manner, that it was s<> ronslitutM, tliat 
tile Old Teslnmrnt words, which, originally indeed, liud relation 
to something different, sliould admit of being so ajiplicd; and in 
such application alone do thcv receive their full verification. In 
the first explanation, the relation between the Old Tostamenl paa- 
Bago and the New Testament occurrence is ol^octive, armnged by 
C!o<l himself: in the la^it it ia only subjective, a relatiitn iierceived 
by the InUT author : aci-ording to tlic former it is a relationship at 
onee pn>ti*e and e&<eniial: acwwrling to the Latter both iiiexaet and 
adveiiiitioua. Itul op^iosed to this latter inteT|ircUlion of New Tca- 
latuent |Ni8aageJ>, uhteli point out an Old Testament prophecy «5 
• Oirwiului^ do A. T. Sl I, b, S. IT. 
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fuUi]]c<t, is the lniijTii.-i}:«% fiiid ci[i»IIy ik> lEie spirit of llin Xew Tes- 
InnKMit wri(<T». Tin- langwage: f»r neither can ni.f]po6diH sienify 
i» rtucli connexion any liiiiig tliati ratam Ji^rl, ^mntu contprooart, 
HOT Ii'a irrwf »iij- tiiiii;j ihan eo atimlio at, wiiibt llio i-jtlensive sdop- 
lion of Ii'o iK^a-riKhv has oriai-n only from doj^unlic pcrjilcxity.* 
Hill )>ucli an iiitrqm'liilion iii allog(-l!i<^r at %'ariauce villi tlic .ludaical 

3.\nt of lliu nulliom of ilte go^pcl.t. Paulua maiutainii that the 
rir-jilalist dot*-* not iterioiL*ly believe tliat tlie ancient proiihecy was 
deitignedly AuokeI^ or was accomplislied by (rod, precisely in order 
tltat it »lioulu pri'tigiire a modem event, ana vice versa ; bat this is to 
carry over our Holier ICuropean modes of tboaebt into tl»c iuiagioa- 
live life of tlie Orieiilals. Wlicn bowcvcr Paulua adds: much 
rather did the coincidence of a later event with an earlier prophecy 
asmiioe oidy Iho form of a designed coincidence in the mind of the 
Orienlal : he lbn.t, at once, annuls bis previous assertion ; for tliis 
ia to admit, that, what in our view is mere coincidence, amicarvd to 
the oriental iniiid the result of design : and wc must acknowlodgc 
lIiLi to be tlie meaning of on oriental representation, if wc would 
interpret it accoi-ding to its original signilication. It ia well known 
that tJie later .lews Ibund propliccics, of the time being and of the 
fiituic, everywhere in the Old Testament ; and that they conatructcd 
a oomplcto image of llic tutiuc Messiah, out of \*arious, and in part 
falsely interpreted. Old Tcataniciit passngca.t And the Jew be- 
lieved he saw in tlic application he ga\c to the Scripture, however 
|)Crvertcd it might be, an actual fiillilment of (he prophecy. In the 
words of Olitliauscn : it i» a mere dogmatic prcjuoice to attribute to 
this foriDuIa, when used by the New Testament writevis an allo- 
gcthcr different sense from t)tat which it habitually bears among 
tltcir countrymen ; and this solely with the view to aci^uit them ol 
the sin of Iklscly interjircting the Scripture 

Many thcologiiiiis of the un.'scnt day are sufficiently impartial to 
admit, with regard to thu Ol'l TcHtament, in opposition to Iho an- 
dcnt orthodox mtciprctation, that many of the prophecies originally 
icfercd to near events; but they arc not sufficiently rash, wnth n> 
gard to tlic New Testament, to side with the rationalistic commen- 
tators, and to deny the decidedly Messianic ajiplication which the 
New Testament writers make of these prophecies ; they are still too 
prejudiced lo allow, that here and tlioro the New Testament has 
lalsely interpreted the OltL Consequently, they have recourse to 
the exjjedient of distinguishing a double sense in the prophecy ; the 
one reialing lo a mjar and mmor occurrence, the other to a future 
and more imiiorlant event ; and thus ibey neither oifend against the 
plain grammaliail and historical sense of the Old Testament passuge 
on the Olio liatid, nor distort or deny the sign! li cat ion of the New 
I'estainent juiK^age on the other.t Thus, in the prophecy of Isaiali 

• S« Winer, Grsmmallli dvi neulMt. fipnvliiJiaiui, 'M* Aull. K. Hfi If. Friloctic, 
Cwnm. in MatUi. p. Vi. SIT nnd KACan. I, |i, Hilll IT. f Sm iIik lutruiliKliua, % 14. 
t So Block In dsD UnoL Sluaiuu u. Krlliksn, 1B35, 3, S. 411 A 



COKCEPnOX OP JG6US— IT8 8VFEBNATV&&L COABACTSIU 117 

TUKler coni^deration. tlw spirit of propliecy, they conlend, Iwl a 
double inlf.titioii : to ainioiinrc a near occum>i)c(% ilic ilcJiveiy of tfie 
utliiini'Til )>riil<- of t)i<- ]irr>])lu>I, »ih1 nlun ■ diitttnrL event in the fsr 
dintiiiit fulun>, luiinely the btrtJi of tW Jlrjutiiih of a virgin. Uni a 
double senile m> niori.ttroiu owes its ongiii lo dogmatic petplexitr 
alone. Il ha» been adojitcd, an OIitliaii»en liimMJf remarkis in or- 
der to avoid the offeiuiivo admiuiioii tliat the Netr Tecirameiil wrt- 
ters. aiid Jesus Iiiniriclf, did not inteqiret Ihe Old Testament riglitly, 
or, more propcily mt'akiiig, acooiding to ntodem principles <rf exe- 
gesis, but explained it aAcr tbe manner of tlieir own ag(^, wbicli wax 
not tbe most correct. But »o little doea tliia offence cxial for the 
unprejudiced, titat lb« reverec would be tbe greater difficulty, that 
is, if, contrary to all the \awh of bistorical and national development, 
tlie New Testament writers had e!c\-ated ibemsclvea coniplcloly 
above the modes of interpretation comiDon to ibeir age and nation. 
ConsMucnlly, witb rcgai-d to llic propheaes brought ibrward in tbe 
New Testament, wc may admit, according to circamatancca, with- 
out further aigumctit, that they arc frequently interpreted and ap- 
plied by the evangelists, in a sense wbidi is totally diflcrcnt from 
tliat Ihey onginjdly bore. 

We h^ve here in fact a complete table of all the four possible 
viewjt on thin point: tivo exli'cmc and ttvo conciliatory; Oitc fid«0 
and one^ il is lo be ho|H'd, corrvct- 

1. Orf^xiwr view (Mengstenberg and Otiient) : Such Old Tes- 
tatnciit [)a»;Mgea Iiad in their very origin fui excJuHivc pro[^tic ref- 
erence to Christ, for tlie New Testament writers ao uuderHtand them; 
and tliey mu»t be in tine n^it even should human reason be con- 
founded. 

2. JiationaliM'C view (Pauliia and otltcm): The New Testament 
writers do not usuign a iilrictly Messianie Mnse to tl»e Old 'IVslauient 
proplwcies, for this reference to Christ is foreign to tbe original sig- 
nilicatiou of llicse pro]>hc«:ies vievred by tlie li^t of reason ; and the 
New Testamejil writings must accord with reason, whatever ancient 
beliefs may sny to the contrary. 

3. Jft/ttiail conciliatory vieie (Olslunscn and others): The Old 
Tcatanwnt passages originally embody both the dccpi.i' signilicalion 
ascribed to tbem by tbe New Testament writers, and that more 
proximate meaning which common sense obliges us to recognize : 
thus sound reason and the ancient faith arc rccoticilesblc 

4. Ikci^on of eriticism: Very many of llw Old Testament 
propbecics had, originally, only an immcuiate reference to events 
belonging to the time : but they came to be regarded by the men of 
the New Testament as actual predictions of Jesus as the Messiah, 
because the mielligcncc of these men was limited by the manner of 
thinking of tbcir nation, a &ct recogniEcd neither by Ralionalism 
nor tbe ancient faith.* 

■ TbK iibiili: nliunuliatir inlariintsliw tt ScHptun raU apM • ■olDctaitlj' (»lp4Ut 
fulticiiiut, by mhieh H Mud* <jt CftlU; 
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Acconliii^ly W .■'IihII not lii^nilnto fOT n moment lo alhitr, tD re- 
lation 1o the jiroplii^cv ill (jiiv.tlion, tliiit tiie ri-feiviii't- ti) Ji^iu is ob- 
truded uixiii it hy ltu> Kvaii^JixlM. Wlictlu-T iLe ncIiiAt birlli of 
JesuK of a virgin k^vo ri.ve lo tliis Q]>plic»lion ot' the |)ro[^iecy, or 
wlieihcr ihia propiiooy, intciprcted lid(ii-e!iai»l as n-fcrriiig to the 
Sl&ifliah. ori^iiatcd ihe Lwlict that Jc.iiu wa» born of a vii^n, !«• 
maiRB to b« oeicnniiicd. 



S. 2&. JEsrs uiiciorrEx of the holy tiiuwr — fnotTiciiiM of thk 

OlcrUOUOX OFINIOX, 

The Biatemeat of JIatlhcw and of Luko conceniinu; ihp mode of 
Jestui'ii conception has. in evciy age, received the foilowiiig inlrr- 
pretation hy tnc church ; that Jesus was conceived in Mary not b^ 
a human fcthcr, biit hy the Holy Ghost. jVnJ tjuly tin- gotiipcl 
expifAedons scom, at first sight, to justify this interpretation ; dinefi 
the Trends '^f '/ 'ri-nt}.dttv uiroiV (Matth. i. IS.) and hirl dvd^ oi 
yivuoKu (Luke i. 34.) prcdiidt- tin; pailicipation of Joseph or any 
other man in the coufcptinn nf ihi; cliild in question, Nei'crtlickas 
the terms jrvdj/io Hyioi' am] dtia/MC i'^-lofov ilo not Tcj>rcacnt llic Holy 
Ghost in the sense of lliv Ohuix-!i, at llie third jtcrson in the Goi- 
hea'i, hut rather the cn-x ^'"^ Sj'iri/iu /A-i as used in thu OM 
Testament : God in lua au;cncy niwn t!ie world, and ft<jifc-blly ii^ion 
miin. In short the wards iv juflTpI /xovaa U rrvii/iiaro^ dyfow in 
Sluttliew, and mifl'na aytov tTigXevaertu fftl OS K. r, K. in Lake, cx- 
preiw with suflicicnt clcnnicss that the abwiK* iif htmran agency was 
tRi])pIi(Hl — not physically nfler tlic innnncr of hi;alhi;ii n.-jircscntii- 
tioiis — but hy tlie divine creHtive ernTgy. 

Though thii* ifwtn* to be tiie r^'pr^^■^.'lllation intended by the cvjui* 
gelials in tlie jiiistiagi,'!* rcfi'ni'il I" coiici-niing the oiigin of tlie life 
of Jcsiin, sliJl it iraiinot be completed wliliout conaideraLile dttficul- 
tieft. We may !t<>imnitc what we may tenn the jjA^eko-tAevtoffioal 
from tlic hiitoric'jUcxe(ft:ti'Xtl diOieultiiut. 

'J'iie pltysiolo^cal difliciiliieit amount to this, that sudi a eon* 
ceptioii wonld be a niont renuirkalilfi di'viiilion from all natural law.*. 
However oliseui* the phy-iiology of i!ie fad. it is proved hy au cx- 
CCptioiile-M e."(iH'.ri<iii» tlial only by the coiicurrencc of tlic two aexca 
is a new human Udiig generated ; on which account, Plutarch's re- 
mark, "Ttaiiinv ovirfiia ■na'i yvvi^ tJyrTtu Trwi/ottt ^'X"' foivurlag 

71w Moir TtilAmi'iil Kuihon *n nol lo In JDlDrpnttd w If Ihrj Mid lamclhlnj: itra- 
IIdquI (oLTlainlj' nol luiiii'lliiiiK cciulrnr)' to (SnV i»w modri of thinking). 

Him iavtdius lo ■ [iirtii-ulu iiiirr|^ruUiiun lliilT aiHiOoai an ItialloDAl (Lbot It, 
aiulTAty U' «ur niudvn <]r tliinklni;), 

fVinfvi|iifmiljr thv iiiirnnvdnon ccnDfjt j[iw the origtnAj Miuc, and a ttiJfunnt Inli-r- 
jirrUlioa oaat l<r eitnin. 

Wha <!«■ DUE hcra pcmive [hr fuul'^rni'a lirmlitaruvi anil I)i« fuUl in(nn<>Miut?ii«', 
■Iwa Rsbonitlnn UkH in aunil upon Ihr bhui" Bniund nilli tu[H-ni»liiraluni ; Uial, 
namoly, tMIiI nlth rc^nl coallolW men Uie lint p»iiii u> b« iixamiiiiul i» irhr-lhcr Ibi-jr 
■peak or KFttf kIiuI i> Jntt anil wax, U the Sow Tenunivot writer* Uiu |>n'rogailvu la 
pantfd of tliia licinj;, In (heir cue, alrNuljr prsnppgHil t 
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ii'JpJy,'^ anJ Ctrintliiu'A "imjiasia^t/^ bcporrw nppltaililct It is 
oaiy among Ihc lowejit 8prcie3 of Uie aiiimal kingdom tluil gvticration 
takes plaw nillimit ihe union of wxes 4 so tlial re^nliug ilw miill^r 
purely ph_vsiolo[;ically, wliat Origen eaya, in ibc Pitpniiialiirali^lic 
Benec. woulil indeed be true of a man of (he like origin; luuncly, 
ibat tlic words in Pa, sxii, 7, / am a leorm and no man \» n 
proplMwy of JcsiiB in the nbovo rcspcct,5 But to the merely phyai- 
col oHifi deration n thrological one U subjoined by the angel (Luke 
L 37.), when Itc appeals to tlic dii-inc omnipotence to vrhicli nothing b 
inipo»9iiblr. Hut since llic liiWne ftmniptftencr. by virtue ol' its unity 
willi divitic wisdom, is ne%Tr exerted in (In; absence of an adequate 
motive., llw existence of wieli, in tlw, jireseiif insfanci.*, must be de- 
moiulralod. JJut nothing lc»* than an objoet worthy of the Deity, 
and at the mme lime nece»»»riiy unaltainable exwfrt by a deviation 
from tlic ordiiULTy eoarw of nature, eould eoiclitiito a {Sufficient 
cause for the sii.tjien^ion by Ood of a natural hw whieh he lud 
* ostablialied. Only l»cn% it is .laid, the end, the redemption of man- 
kind required impeccability on the part of Jcsua; and in ordt-r to 
ren<ler liim exempt frcra sin, a divinely wrought conception, whieli 
excluded the participation of a sinfiil &tlicr, and severed Jesus fix>m 
all connexion nntb original sin, wax necesxan-.H To whkii it haa 
Ix^n answered by otItei»,*r (»nil Sehlaennaener 1iii« rec;ntly moat 
dcciiiivi-ly ar^w-d ihiit »)de of the quMtion,**) llutt the exclusion of 
llie ]viterii:il |i:uli('iiuili<>n i.i in-tufKoient, unleiia, indervl, the inhcri- 
laitco of oH^nal aUi, on tJie maternal side, be obviated by tlw adop- 
tion of the X'alentinian nsserlioR, that Jc^ua only pnased through 
the body of Sinn'. ItuI that the g<»pol histories represent an actual 
maternal participation is undeniable : consequently a divine inter- 
vention which ahoold sanctify the patlicipatton of the sinful human 
mother in the conception of Jeans must be sapposed in orJcr to main- 
tain bis assumed necessary impeccability. Bat if (iod detonniiied 
on such a purification of the nuitcnial partieijuttion, it lukd been easier 
to tlo the sjunc with reapect to that of tlie futhrr, tluui by his total 
exclusion, to violate the natural law !n w) unpnTedenlei] a manner; 
aiw) eonwjncutly, a fiitherless Gonoci>tioii caimot l>e in«it>led upon as 
tlie nvcmsary nmn? of comparing tlie impeecatiilily of Jt-^iii^ 

Kvcii he wli<j thinkft to eaca|)e the difficulties aitvady .iiieciliecl, 
by enveloping hiniaclf in a supranaluraliam. tnacccsaibic to urvuiiients 
based on reason or the laws of nature, must ncvcrthcleati udmit the 
force of the ex^eiical-AUiorical ditficultiea meeting Iiim u]»n lus 
own groimd, wbicli likewise beset the ykw of the supcrnatunj con- 
Oi^)tion of Jesus. Nowhere in the New Testament is audi an origin 
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ucribeJ 1o Jesus, or evwi <IiMlinctIy nllurlod fo, pxcppt in (Ii(«c two 
necounts i>f lii« iofttncy in Mutlliew Hri<l in Lakij.* Thv lii«1orjr of 
the conception i* oinilwrrf not only \>y Murk, but nlno !iy Jolin, the 
Kupposed iiathor of llit; fourth giwpi-l iusil lui iillrs^.'I inmiilc with the 
moUKT of Ji-su* Kul»tv|iifiit to iii.* ilciilli, who tlirix-f'jn; woulJ liai-c 
lecH the iiio*t noconitcly iiifonncil coiiciTniny t!ic»i:^ wcurwHCfs. It 
iiisnii] tlint John i^wught riithcr to record the liWivrnly liwn the (earthly 
origin of J<.-:<UK ; Imt the c|ue«tiou nriw)«, wliclhcr tlic doctrine wliidi 
he selB fortli in Iiis iirologuc, of n tliviiw hyiK>!<tiii-i» (ictuaUy becom- 
ing ik-sU mill rtnuiining inimiinent in Jesus, is ret^oneiU-alilt! with the 
view given in the |Mi»iSHgitrs Vxrforc us. of « finii'Ic' (livine o]Mn"iitioii do 
tcriuining the conteplion of Ji'sus; wJietlicr tiicR-forc John could lin\*c 
presupposed the history of the conception comaiticil in Slnttiinw nud 
Luke? Tliis objection, however, loses its concIu:!ive force, if in the 
progress of our investigtition the npostolie origin of the fourth gospel 
IS not established. TLc most iinportant considemlion iherctore is, 
tliut no retrospective allosion to this mode of couccjitioii oocura 
tliroughout the four gospels ; not only ndther in John nor in I^Iurk, 
but iilso nciilicr in 3l«tthcw nor in Luke. Not only docs Mary 
herself designate Joseph simply as tlic father of Jvsus (Luke ii. 48. V, 
and the Evanoclist spcftk of both as las parents, yovelf (Luke ii. 
41.), — an appclktion which could only liavc been used in a wider 
9Cnsc by ouc who had iu&t related the mirncolous conception, — but 
■11 bis contcmporancs m general, acconling to our Kvan^lUta, te- 
gnrdcd him as a sod of Joseph, a fact which was not Uiifrtquontly 
alluded to contemptuously and by way of reproach in bis pretteucfi 
(Slntt. xiii. 55 ; Luke iv. 22 ; John \i, 42.), thus affording Iiini an 
opportunity of making a decisive appeal to his miraculous conception, 
of wbidi, however, he says not a single word. Siiould it be answered, 
that he did not desire to convince respecting tlic divinity of his per- 
son by this external cvidcnec, and that be could have no lio]n; of 
making an iinpn'^aioii by such mcana on those wlio wore in heail hi* 
opponents, — it must also be remembered, that, according to the testi- 
mony of the tburth gospel, his own disciples, though tbey admitted 
liim to be ibc son of Qod, still regarded liim as the actual snn of 
Joseph. Philip intrwbiees.Ie.ius toXatlianielrtsMf^ow of./os^A, 
'If/ooiv r?.v iiihv 'It^i/tji {John L 4ti,), nianifesllv iji the same Hen»e 
of real paternity wiiich the Jews attached to the designation; and 
nowhere is this reprcienlcd as an erroneous or imperfect notion which 
these Apostles had anbsefptently to Tcl)n(]uisb ; much rather doea 
the whole sense of the narrative, which is not to be mi^ttakcn, ex- 
hibit the Apostles as having a right belief on tliia point, 'i'lie oni^ 
malical presupposition, with wliicli, at the marriage in Cana, Hilary 



■ This Me la purtli-alirir Hmti'lrrc'l in Jit 5kiii^u|i1iiii ili« 1)n|[ni*'> "") -'i^iii Obtr- 
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addressed berse]f to Jesna," U far too vagan to prove a rccollcctioo 
of hie niiraeuloua coitccptioQ on the nnrt of ihc niothcr ; at all events 
this featoic is coonterbalancod bj the opjxMing one ttuit tlic faniilv 
of JcauK. and, as appears from 3Ialt. xii. 46 if. comptuvd with Slaik 
iii. 21 ff., Iiis mother also were, at a later linto, in iTTor rcspvcting 
Li« ftinifi: which is ecarcvJr cxpIicflLU-, 4'^'0» of liLs brother*, m{H 
poking Ihcm to hn^'c line) such rvooJIoction*. 

Jiml iLs little aK ill ihu Gos]>cl.i, t» any thinj; in cioiirinnalion of 
tite view of tin: MUjienuilunil eonceplion of Je.^us, to be found in the 
remahiiiij£ N«n' 'rt-^tainont uTitings. For when the Aposllo I'aiU 
speaka of Jciius a.4 made of a ic&man, jn-rffOTiw Im ywaixh^ ((iaL 
iv. 4.), this eK[nT-.4.<(ion iii not to be understood aa an exclusion of 
partemal panicipation ; since the addition tatuU under tM taw, 
■ytvifunni tm* ii^wn'. cicariy shows that he would hcTO indicate (in 
the form which ia frequent in the Old and New Testament, for ex- 
ample Job xiv. I ; Slatt. xL 1 1.) human nature with all ils condi- 
tiona. Wbcn Paul {Rom. i. X 4. compnrt'd wilh ix. 5.) makca 
Christ atconling to the fieth, KariiadpKa, dt-spciii! fnun David, Ijiit 
dcdare« Inm to be the wti of Go<J accfniin/j lo the Sjnrtt of ii<Al^ 
ncm, Kori fnvCyut iytwiTvi-^; no one will here identify tlie antilheaia 
jCdlA and spirit wilh the malenial human jiarticipation, and tltc di- 
vine energy siiiwrtedutg (he puiurnal iartici|<aiion in ilic conception of 
Jesus. I^nalljr when in the Epistle to the Hebrews (vii. 3.) Mcl- 
chiaedcc ia compared with the son. of God, ii&C "o£ OroC, because 
vaUwiit faiht}', AttiTup, the application of the literally interpreted 
A^dTup to Jraus, aa he appeared upon earlh, ia forbidden by the 
addition tcitAoiii viother ift^ntp, which agrees as little with hun aa 
the immediately following mtJiout deteent, iytrta^yriToi, 

S 27. KETRUSFKer OV TIIK UEXUAIjOGIES. 

TiiK most conclusive cxcgettcal ground of decision a^inat the 
supernatural c<Hiecntioa of Jesus, which bears more closely on tho 
point than all the tiilherto adduced passages, ia found in the two 
getKalogies pieviously considorrd, li^vcn the Slaniclutan Faustus 
asaertcil that it is impossible without contradict ion tu trace llie de#- 
cent of Ji^uji from l>arid tlirougli Joseph, an L* done by our two 
genealo^l^, and yet a«Knnie that Joseph was not Uw ftitlierof Je-tuA; 
and Augustine had nothing convincing to answer when be remarked 
lliat it waa necosaary, o» account of the KUjjerior dignify of the mav 
culiiie gender, to carrj' llic genealogy of Jc^iin tlirough JoM-pli, who 
was MaQ''s husband if not by a natural by a spiritual allianccf In 
modem tirae^ also the construction of the genealogical fables in 
Maltliew and in Iiuke has led many theologians to observe, that 
these anthors conndercd Jesus as the actual son of Joacph-t Thn 

* Ilniui;hl tu litBr spaa llii* ptbil bj Kaudtt L. J. Ch., S. IS. jlnj^uiiiniu noDba 
ruuluiii Umiwluiruin L. S. a. 4. 8. f ^■* Schiuidt, SchUiii— ili»f, and WtgKhcUff, 
luUk ; IS3(nal<l.) 
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very design of thvtK taWcs in lo furovf. Ji:»n» to he of the lineage of 
David tlirough Jowiili ; but what do lliey jhvivo, if indued .ro.'W]>li 
was not iJk^ fallinr of J>-sim t Tbe aa»crtioii th.-iE .li-.tii^ uii.t tho son 
of Davi<i, itht iat'M, wliicli in Matthew (i. 1.) urcfaci-K the genealogy 
aad annouricci it.4 oliject, ix altogether aniinlied by ili« suh.ioquuit 
dKiiiid of Iiif coiicpjitioii by meann of the Davidituil .lofteph. It in 
ini[MiH«ibl(>, therefore, to ihiiik it probable that the geneidogj' and 
(hi; hi.tlory of the birlli of .le^n» omaiiale from the itoine aiitlior;* 
and we iiuuii oontar wlih the ihcolopans previouiily cited, that *''8 
gi'iiealogiea are taken from a ditfereiit boutco. Seareelv could it aat- 
isfy to opjiate the remark, that aaJoacpb doubt lea^ly adopted Jeaus, 
tlve genealogical table of the former became fully valid for ihe latter, 
for adoption nii^lil indeed suffice to secure to tlic adopted son iho 
reversion of certain external family riglita and inUerilaiKe.t; but 
jtudi a rebttionsliip could in no wise lend a claim to the Messianic 
dignity, wliieli was attached lo the tmc blood and lineage of David. 
He, tliorefore, who had rcgaidcd .Joseph aa nothing more than the 
adopted father of .Jcaua, would hardly have given himself the trouble 
to seek out tbe Uavidical descent of Joseph; but if indeed, bcatdea 
tlu> established belief that Jesus was the son of God, it still remained 
iiii|H)rlanl to represent him as the son of David, the pedigree of Mary 
wiiuld have been preferrod I'or this purpose ; for, however contrary to 
cujiloin, the maternal genealogy must liavc been admitted in a case 
wli«ro a human fatlicr did not exist. Least of all is it to be be- 
lieved, that several authors would have engaged in tho compUation 
of a genealogical tabic for Jeaus which traced his descent through 
Joseph, 80 that two iliffcrent genealogies of this kind are still pro- 
served to us, if a closer relationship between Jesu^ and Joaopti lutd 
not been admitted at the lime of their composition. 

Conscquitntly, the decision of the learned theologians who agree 
that these gcncnlode^ vecjc compascd in the belief that Jcaus wa« 
the actual son of Joseph and 31aty, can hardly be dispnied ; but 
the authors or compik-nf of our gosjiels, notwiilis landing their own 
conviction of the divine origin ol Jesus, received them among tltcir 
materials; onlv thai Matthew (i. 16.) changed the original Jaiicph 
beffot JeiUs oT Mary — "IwoiJ^ iSJ iyiwiflt tvv 'IijaiSi' Jk r^ Mopio; 
(comp. verses 3. •>■ 6,) according to his own view; and .«o llkcwiitc 
Lake (iii. 23.) instetui of commencing his genealogy simply wilb, 
•/aic9—lfi! wn of Jvsyf/t — '\ri<>av^ uiuf 'Iwtfj;^, inserts ftd/wy as ica$ 
tttjrpoaed, t»v, u^ hofdiiero k. t. X. 

Jjct it not be objected lluit the view for which wo contend, 
namely, that the genealogies could not have been composed under 
the notion that Joseph was not the father of Jesus, leaves no con- 
ceivable motive for incorporatitig them into our present gospels. Tho 
origin.Tl construction of agi;:ni'iilnjfy of Jemis, even though in the caiie 
bctorc us is coiisislod simply in ihc iiilapting of foreign already cx- 

■ EL-obom Uilnki tUa probtUc, ElnL in du K. T. 1. S. iii. Dt Wku piuilil*, 
■mp Uiuillh 1. I, S. T. 
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islinj; gciKMloglcal tables to Jcsos, rcquiTcd s powcHtil iui<l direct 
indtitenimt : tni« wu tbc hope tlicrebv to gain— the coqiorwil da- 
sceiil nf J(-.4ii;4 from Joseph bciii^ uirjiippoacd — a main support to 
tlic Utlii-f ill lii.i )[c«siiih«liip ; wliiUi, on the ottior hand, a less pow- 
erl'ul indiici'iiK-nl wi« xafiiticiit lo incite to the admiftiiion of the pro- 
vion.'lj' const mot w I gcnwilogics : the expectation liiat. notwilhatand- 
iiig the non^xistcnrw of Hnr real rcrlntionship between Joseph and 
Jcau9, Ihey iniglil iMiW-rthfloss wrvc to link Jesus lo David. Tiiua 
wo lind, tlial iu the hi»li>rie» of the lijrtli both in Matthew and in Lake, 
tLongh tliey each dccidi-Hilj- exclude Jo?e]iIi from the eoiieeplioii, ?Tejit 
fltresaia Uid upon th*! Dnviilical <Ie«eenI of Joseph (Matt, i. "20. Luke 
L 27, ii. 4); that u-iiie.li in fact had no Tca] digtiilieancc. except in 
connexion with iImj earlier opinion, b retainod even after the pwnt 
of >iew is elianged. 

Since, in tlii» way, we discover both tho genealogies to be mo- 
morials tnrlonging lo the time and dtelc of the primitive churcli, in 
which JexiiH was Still n^nled as a iinturaily begotten man, llie sect 
of tin: Kbioiiile.t catniot fail (t> occur to a« ; as wc nxp told concern* 
ing tlwiu, thai llicy held lhi« view of the person of Chrint at thi» 
early period * We should therefore Itavc expected, more eJK])eetaUy, 
to nave found these genealogies in iho old KbionilUh gospeU, of 
whkh wc have still knowledge, and arc not a little aurpn^ed to learn 
that precisely in these gospcla ilic genealo^iea were wanting^ It U 
true Kpiphnniua states that the gospel of the Ebioiuleit commenced 
witli the |)ublic appcaruncc of tho Baptist;! accordingly, by the 
genoal<^cs, yeveaioytatt, which they are said to have cut away, 
might have been meant, those histories of tlie birth and infancy 
comprised in tlie two tirat chapters of Matthew; which they cotwl 
not have adopted in their present form, since they contained lite fa- 
therless oonceutioti of Jlmus, which was denied by the Ebionitefl : 
and it mijifht aUo have been eonjcctmed that ibia scelion wliieh was 
in opposition to tlieJr system lud alone perhaps been wanting in their 
gospel ; and that the genealo^' which was in harmony with (heir 
view might nevertheless have ueen somewhere inserted. Rut this 
sappositton vanishes as soon as wc find that Kpiphntdus in reference 
to tita Nazarcnes, defines ttte genealogies, (of which he is ignorant 
whether ihcy po8aes.4cd them or not, as reaching from Abraham 
to Christ, rdf iiril nw 'A^lpadft Iv^ Xpiffrov;! consequently by the 
genealogies which wete wantuig lo some hcrctica, he evidently un- 
derstood the genealogical tabUts. though, in relation to tlK Kbionitcs, 
he might hkcwise have included under this expression the history of 
tho btnh. 

How is the atrange phenomenon, ttiat these gencakgica are not 
found among liiat wry sect of Christians who letatned llie particu> 
lar opinioo upon whicli tlicy were coiutrticlcd, to be ex|Jained? A 
modem investigator has advanced the supposition, tliat the Jewiob- 

* Julio. llMt. Di«li cum TrTj.lnni, 4S: Oripw* oontn Cdnun U S, 61. X n n h, 
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cfariittians omitlM the genealogical tables from prudential modves^ 
in onliT HOI lo facilitate or Que:mcnt llic persecution wliicli. undor 
l>omitiaii, »iid perhaps even earlier, threatened the family of Dflvid.* 
Hot cxplattalions, liaving no inherent connexion with the ealijcct, 
derived from circumstances in themselves of doubtful liislorical va- 
lidity, aie adnii^aiblo only as a lust refuge, when no possible solu- 
tion of the (picationable phenomenon is to })c found in the thing 
itseU^ aa here in the principles of the Ebionitish system. 

But in this ease the matter \s by no means so ditlictdt. It is 
known that tlio Fathers apeak of two classes of Ebionites. of which 
th« one, b«si^ attcnuoasly miuntaining the oblt^tion of the Mo- 
saic law, held Jesus to be the nalurally begotten Bon of Joseph and 
}Iar^-; the ottici', Jrom that time caUcd also Nnzarenes, admitted 
with the orthodox chnrcli the conception by the Holy (.ihoaf.t But 
besides lliis distinction there existed yet another. The most an- 
cient ecclesiastic writers, Justin Martyr and Irenariis for example, 
tic acquainted with Uiosc Ebioniles only, who regarded Jesus as a 
naturally bom man first endowed with divine powers at his baptism. X 
In Epiplianius and the Clementine Homilies, on the other band, wc 
meet with EbioDitca who had imbibed an element of speculative 
Gnostieism. This tajdency. which according to Epiplianius is (o 
be dated from one Elxai, has been ascribed to Esscnic iuflucncc,i 
and traces of the same lia\'C been discovered in the heresies rcfern^ 
to in the Ei>Litlo to the Coiosaians; whereas the first class of Ebion- 
itca evidently proceeded from Common Judaism. Which form of 
opinion was the enrlier and which the later developed is not SO 
easily determined; with reference to the last detailed difference, it 
might seem, since the speculative Ebionites arc mentioned first by 
the Clementines and Epiphanins, whilst Ebionites holding a simpler 
view arc spoken of by Justin and by Irenfetis, thai llie Tatter wert 
the earlier; nevertheless as Tcrtullian already notices in his lime 
the Gnoatieising tendency of the opinions of the Ebionilcji respect- 
ing Clirist, II and as tlio germ of sudi views existed an:oii^ the K*- 
aenes in the time of Jesus, the mora proluible aj^.'tui option tx, tltnt 
both opinions arose side by side about the same [KTriofLli .\s little 
can il be proved with regard to the other ditTcrenco, that llie vinws 
concerning Christ held bv the Nnxarvncs became first, at a lulor 
period, lowered lo those of the Ebionites;*' .lincn the notices, partly 
confused and partly of late d.Hte, of the e-eelc,iiaslti.:nl writt-ra, may 
tc naturally explained as arising out of what may bo callwl nn t>]>ti- 
cal delusion of the church, which, —whilst »hc in fact niadu con- 

* Orodocr, In diii Ikilr.lgun lur ICiiiliiitunK in i)a> K. T. 1, S. 443. Anm. f Orig. 
at mp. t ^™ K«nd«ir, K. U. 1, :f, 8, illn r, j CrwIni'T, olwr EiwDfr and Blilottltca 
and riDU tlmilwcuni Zuaamu'nbuie IwliliT. iu Hlnu-'g Zciuchrin t. nrlHcniulutUlch* 
Tbtohgl*, I.Bd. StMandSlallch; in Bauer. I'rogr.dt l^biomitanun vri^iu r* •btOrbta 
A JKucnif rrftltmLi, und chiiilL Cnmlli, ». 40U. H Uo «me Cliriuli, c 14 : Falwril Lae 
«pl»io <vntrnirt, jmi himIuiti Aanincm. a runCun ez ttmitit DariJ, i. t. win t! Dd jSfiun, 
ttmtfiluii Jttum, VI in itto itn*frtu'n /nifi* idicut, ^ XvAFidrr and Scliiiiu^ktnliurcr ara 
*f Uio laUvr, C!i^4lr-T muA Cteilui^w of iJu^ Citrmur opinion. ** t bm Tv(vt to tb'! a\^C01UJt 
•f Utgnipput ill Kgwiiiut, tl. E. iv. Si. 
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tinual nilvatice^ in the glpHlicntion of Christ, bat a part of the 
Jevri«li Cliri^luins rcmaiiictd stationnry, — niuilc it npjicnr to liOT us 
if site ItoRwU' rm»aiiii»I itlatioiiiiry, whiUt lliv others fcU luck iato 
heresy, 

]{y tliui> dinliii^iiiiliine llie )iiin]>l« itnH tlw i<]>(xuLili(-c Ei»on- 
ited, ao tifiich iit gained, that ihc fitiliirc of tiict goiieolo^es among 
the UUer clasA, mentioned by KiH[>)uiniujit, dot* not provu tlian to 
h&TQ been abo waiitinv ainong tlic foruier. And tlw leM if we 
shoalJ bo able to make it appear prol>abIc, tlial lite ground--' of thi-ir 
aversion to tito genealogical table, and llio grouiubt nf di-iiincticHi 
between lliem and the oilier class of Kbioni(C3, were identicid. One 
of these grounds was evidently the un&>'ourable opinion, whii:ti itie 
Elnoniiea of Flpiplianius and of the Clementine lloinilics had of 
David, from whwn the genealogy traces the descent of Jesus. It 
ia well known tliat ibey <li3tingui3hcd in ilie Old Testament a two- 
fold prophecy, male and female, pure and impure, of wbich the 
fgnncr only pi-oiiiiaed tilings heavenly and tnie, the laller things 
earthly and delusive ; that proceeding from .Vdarn and \M, this 
from Eve and Cain; and botn conalitmcd and under cmreni llirough 
the whole history of the revelation.' It was only the pious men 
frotB Adam to Joshua whom they acknowledged as tnie propliels : 
Ibc laler prophets and men of (jod, among whom David and Solo- 
mon arc named, were not only not recognized, but abboncd-t Wc 
even lind posilivo indications that David was an object of their mur- 
ticular aversion. There were many things which created in IImmi 
a detestation of Da«d (and Solomon). David was a bloody warrior; 
but to slicd blood was, according to tlw doctrines of these Ebion- 
itc8, one of the greateat of sins ; David was known to have com- 
miltcd adultery, (Solomon to have been a voluptuary') ; and adultery 
WW cien more detested by this sect llinn mui'der. David was a 
performer on slrinsed instruments : this art, the invention of the 
CMuanilcs (Gen. iv. 211, was held by these Ebionilea to be n nign 
of talsc prophecy ; finally, the propfaccica announced by David iind 
those connected with him, (and bolomon,) had reference to the king- 
domft of thid world, of which the Gno£iiciaing Kbionitc^ desired to 
know nothing.^ Xow the Ebionitcs who had fiprung from common 
Judaism could not have shared this groond of aversion to (he gen- 
ealogies ; since to the orthodox Jew David wa« au object of iho 
Jiigfaest veneration. 

Concerning a second point the notice* arc not «o lucid and ao> 
cordant as iIh-v should be ; namelv, whether it wn» a further di>> 
Tdopmciit of llic general Ebionitish doctrine concerning tlie petwn 

• Humn. », :!3— 27. t Rl-ip'MQ. tuMH. 30, 18, amp. 15. ; Tlut iImm inn tU 
tnit* ia l>in4'* ciuncUr. wUih dlqilauod Uw Chrltilim HCt lu quMtlun. et fuCotaUir 
wridoil tram 4 pai^ut* in ib" Cl'icnitist Uomltlti, iltoui:1i ibe nanx U ■*< iiinq : llumO, 

lyyokww «W*nnM, JMK^<^ ^olj^plM* Jt'awwo. yart^^rrutAi TCa'^maAtiiaiic tpij 
wiiifKAX i)'ipa. 
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of llie Clirist, which led tlieae Ebicmiles to rojcct the gfnoalo^es. 
According to KpiphaniuB, tliey fiilly rccogti'izcd tJie Gnoatic dUtinc- 
tion between Jcaiis the son of .Joseph and Man*, and the Cbriat 
who descended uiron him ;* and eonseriuently might have been with- 
hold from rc-IciTLng the genealogy to Jesus only ]icri;a]i9 by their 
abhorrence of Davi(L On tlie oiher hand, from the wiioic tenor of 
the Clemenliries, and firom one pnssage in parliculnr.t it h.^-< recent- 
ly been inferred, and not ivitiiout njtparcnt reason, that tlje nuthor 
of these writings bad himself abandoned tlie view of a natiinil con- 
ception, and even birth of Jesus ;{ whereby it is yet more innnifc)«t 
that the ground of tlic n;jection of llie geneiilogies by this twct w<w 
piX'uliar to it, and not common to the other Klnoniles. 

Horuovcr piii«itive indications, tlwt the Ebionites who iiroct'cdcd 
from Jiidai^nt puMscjtvcd the genealogies, do not entirely fail. Whilst 
the Kbtonite^t of K]>i|ihiiniu« and of the Clementines cnlleil Jcsox 
only Son of 0<xl, bnl njccted the spiwllation Hon of David, a* be- 
longing to tho comniiui Djiinioii of the Jews ii oilier Ebioiiiics wore 
cetL-iiiri^d by the Kalhur.i fyr rL'cog:iijiing .!c;ms only as the Son of 
David, to wliom he is traced in ihc ginicalogies, and not likewise 
as the Son of ( lod. || Further, Kpipfianius n-kl<-s of the eitrlicst 
Judaifting (jiiOKlies Cf-riiithos and Cantocrtiles, that they used n 
«)9])el tliL^ itamp in otiier resjieets iiidt^i.il as xhc Khionttcs but that 
tliey adduced the geiiealogicsi, which tlicy tlicrt-furc, n-aii in the 
saute, ill at l citation uf tiie liiiinaii conception of .Icsus liv Jiiscph.*f 
jVlao the (iTn/inj/ifiriiv/uira ciliM by Justin, and wliicii originalcl npou 
J udipo -christian ground, apjiear to liave contained a j;rnwilii^v sinii- 
lar to that in inir Matthew; sincrc Justin as well as Multliew sfK'.tks, 
in relation lo Ji-:siis, of a y^i'of roC iajiU koI 'At3pa&ft, of a ortipiia i^ 
'laxC^i, (5Jo '\oviia, Ktil 'taiii^ xal 'Itaaal koI iajlW Karfp^u/ieiioi' ;•• only 
Ijiat at the time, and in the eiivle of Justin, tlie opinion of a suixa-- 
nalunil conception of Jesus Jiad already suggested the reference of 
the gencilogy to Mary, instead of to Joscpli. 

Kcncc it appears that wo have in Ihc genealogies a memorial, 
agreeing with mdications from other sourcea. of tlic fact tlwt in the 
very earlicat christian age, in t'ulestinc, a body of Cliristi.-ms, nu- 
meroiu enough to oalablieh upon distinct fundnmcnt.-d opinions two 
diflcrent .Messianic tables of (Icacent, considered Jesus to bttvc been 
a naturally conceived human being. And no proof is furnished lo 
US in tlie u[)Ostulic writings, that the Apostle« would h^vc decUred 

* Eplphan. IlaFr. 30, H. in. !II, t Ilomll. a, IT. ! 8cIinFckcn>>un:..r, nlitr d«i 
Ena||tUnni dir Ar^ypifr, ?i. T; Bmn'r, rliri.iU.lit' <lii<i>i>, S. I4KI IT. .Sri' an thi,* gtlisr 
■Ilia Otifawr nod lluiriiiiLiin. { Mriit. (fixiini, in Mallh. T. Hi. 12. TrdulllAn. IJ^^ uimn 
Cltriiili, 14, S. Aani. 13 {* p4.«n;;i< in ithirlt Inilntil Ihv «|iFruliiiivrf hikI unlij))Lry tXion- 
itn *TV minxlirt Cii|pTllii<r^ [J CI.'inrnL liornil, Irt. i'A. I'lirv rt^rnrnid tlii' wveiU ftf Untlh- 
xi, 27 ! uMjJt l)vu I'd- foripa, tf /■# i viic k. r. J. ki mif iraripn ivju^ruf Xi<tarov tm 
ia^li, Kai airiv d) rAf Quanta' vtav ^ITo. mil vl<ii' &tolt /li l-jvuiMrm. ;i»'l ''ixniiluio. i1 iliil 
olri r«t Jtioi tin baffS g u frrr IXryov. ^ Uatrrt, 30. II : A /liv ;ap K^fUi-dof iii Kif'- 

fiactlrai rtv (ptorw. •■ Dial, c Trn>li> 1t>0. tW. 
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this doctrine to l)c unrJiri«(iiin : it appeared no firat from ihe point 
of view ndoptorl l>y the authors of <Iie. Iilttorieji of tito birth in tlw 
first and third Go:>|k>U: iiotuiiliftAiidiiig which however, it is treated 
with suiprising lenity Ly (he Katiicrs of llic churclL 



KATI;R.\L EXPLASATIOS op THF. HIOTORT of THF. CONCEPnOS. 

If, as nppcara from tlic foregoing statcnicnts. so many woigllty 
diflicullies, philoBophicul as well as cxcgcrit-al, hcaot the aupranaturar- 
listic psplanation. it is well worth while to examine whether it bo 
Dot possible to give an interpretation gf the goapcl liisloiy whicb 
fthalf obviaic these objections. Kecoursc lias been had to the natural 
explanalion, and the two nnmitives )<in"ly and conjointly liave been 
Suoccasively gubjccted to the ralionalistic moi.le of interpretation. 

In the tirst place, tlic account in ^Utthew seemed siutceptiblc 
of such an interpretation. Numerous rabbinical passages were cited 
to demonstrate, that it was consonant with Jewish notions to con- 
sider a son of pious parents to be conceived by the dirine co-opera- 
tion, and tliat he should be called the son of the Holy Spirit, 
witltout its lacing c^'cr imagined that palcrnsl part ici jot ion was 
thereby exclndeil. It was conscqiienlly contcndc4. that the section 
in Matthew represented merely the intention of the angel to inform 
Joseph, not indiMsd tliat Maty h.id licc«mc pregnant in the absence 
of all human intcrcoiuvc, but lliiit notwithstanding her pregnaDer 
she was to be regarded lis pure, not as one fallen troni virtue. It 
was nuiintnined tlint tlie exclusion of paternal participation — which 
U an embcllii^hmcnt of the original tcpresentalion^-occui^ first in 
Luke in the wonU di-^pa ui- -^ii-uaicu (i. o-i.)* When however thia 
view was justly opposed by the remark, that the expression tph- ^ 
evptX$tiv dt-nrf-o in Jlatthcw (i. 18) decidedly cxclutlca the partici- 
pation of iJic only indiWdual in question, namely Joseph ; it waa 
then thought possible to prove that even in Luke the paternal ex- 
clusion W'as not so positive : but truly (his could be done only by 
an unexe^ctical subversion of'lhc clear sense of the words, or else 
by uncritically throwing suspicion on a part of a well-eonncvtcd nar- 
rative. The tirst expedient is to interpret Mary's inquiry of the 
aogcl L. 34, thus; CJan I who am already bctrutlied and married ^vo 
birth to the Jlessiah. fcr as the motlicr of the Jlcssiah I must na^-e 
no hushcind ? whereupon the angel replica, that God, through his 
power, could make something disliii;ruishcd even of the child con- 
ceived of her and Joscpluf The other jirocceding is no less arbi- 
trniy. Marj-'s inquiry of the nngcl is cx|)lained as an unnatural 
interruption of his communication, which being abstracted, the pas- 

* Br ... , die ^(cbritfal, •!>•■ Jaiu dunli 4eB liffl. Gcitt und iron tlixr Jon^na 
Ctbvmn art, au Zvlilxerirrrn rrUutert. In Schmidt'i Bl(4. 1. 1. S. ID) IT.— IIotm, in 
IlMltB** MoHUm L t. *f7 It., filler die bcidcn rnun K*pltcl In Ernie Lukiit. ^ f ■!'- 
DntknacTB (tlur il.a (ili(Dl«ii>[iunkl : L'hriilu blcmpraagcn vno belL Gttn. In [Unka^ 
BnMm Ha(uia 3, 3. 399. 
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sago U founct to contnin no decided intimation of tlio sapcmatunil 
conception.* 

It conscqncnlly, the difficulty of the natural cxplnimtion of the 
two accounts be c<]U3t1y git-at, still. witJi rc»pect to Dotli it must be 
alike nttcmptL'd or rejwlctl ; nnil for the consistent Itationaliat, s 
Paulus for vxainph!, llie Inlter in llii; only course. This comniontator 
considers Ihc paTli(;i|Wlion of Josc^ih indcwd exduilcd hy Sliitt. i. 18, 
but Viy no mwms that of every other miin ; iicithiir van he fin<l a su- 
pcninlurnl divine inlcrvenlion in the exprt-M.-'ion of liuke i. S5. The- 
Jloly O/x^t -ftrvrja Sytoir JH not with liini ohjcetivc, an cxtenuil 
influence ojK-rnting iifion Mary, but her own pious imugiiialion. TIw 
jtOKVroftfiC /H-jfu'st — 'tvrn/ii? wptoTov la not llie iminwliiile (Uvim! 
Oinni[>otenc^., hut everv natural poiver employed in a ninnm^ plejMing 
to <^!u<l ni«y be 1*0 cjdlcd. Oou.sequcrntly, according to I'aulim, the 
mennitig of (he anplic announcement is simply tht.i: prinr to her 
union with Jiwpli, M:iry, under the infiucnce of a pure eiitliiixia^ni 
in eacred thinir* on the one hand, and hy a human i-o-npenition 
pleaiting in Ood on the other, became the motlicr of a child wliu on 
account of this holy oripn was to be called a son of (iocL 

Ijct us examine rather more accurately the view which this 
rcpreaentative of rationalistic iiiteriirctation takea of the parlieidiirat 
of ibe conceplion of Jesus. He begins with Elixahctli, tiie jialricilio 
and wise daughter of Aaron, aa he styles her. Sha. Ii:iviiig con- 
ceived the !io|jc that she might give birth to one of tJod'a propliets, 
naturally desired moreover iliat he might he the first of prophcl^i, 
the forerunner of the Messiah ; and that the latter also might speedily 
be born. Xow there was among licr own kinsfolk a person suited 
ia every respect for the mother of llic Mcssiali, Jtarv. a young vir- 
gin, a descendant of l>avid; nolliing moi'c was needful than to inspire 
lier likewise with such a special hope. Whil.^t these intimations 
prepare us to nnlicipate a cleverly concerted plan on the port of 
Elliabclh in reference to her young relative, in wliich we hope to 
become initiated; Paulus licie suddenly lets fall the cnrtain, and 
remarks, that the exact manner in which Mnry was eonvinccd that 
she should become the mother of the Messiah must hi? left histori- 
cally undetermined : thu.s much only is certain, tliat Mary remained 
pure, fos she could not nith n clear conscience Imvc stalioucd her- 
self, aa ahc aAerwards did, luidcr the Cross of her Son, had she Eclt 
that a reproach rested on her concerning the origin of the hopes sbo 
had entertained of him. Tlic following ts the onlj' hint subsenncntly 
given of the pnrlienhir view held hy Pauhis. It is probable, he 
thinks, that the nngjUic ni&tsi-ngt'r visited Mary in the evening or 
ercn at nighl ; imlecd nceording to the ciirreol rcatling of Luke i. 28, 
irhich ba« not the word angel, uoJ dorkffiliv Ttpftf dvr^v eWe, without 
i dyyrXoc, the evangelist lierc sfwaks only of some one who had 
oomc in. (As if in liiis case, ihc [uirticiplc iloKkOCiv must not neces- 
sarily be nccoinponicd hy tIc; or, in the absence of the pronoun be 
* Schlfiomucher Ober d«ii Lului, S. 20 t. 
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nSemd to t]»c subjccl, the ongcl GabriBl— i AyytM^ TaiiptUX, v. 26. !) 
Paolos adds: iLat (liis vigit^nt was (lie Angel (Jalrkl wiui the sub- 
soijufnt snfgnlJon of MMry'a onm mind, aner alio had heani of tin 
vision of ZMhariaa. 

Galil«r in a rvvicw of Pnvdiw's Commcniaii'* has fully exjiosed, 
with eominonsiirmc iilniiiiii-*» of jii>ci.>'li, llic transnciioi) which lit'3 
concvnkicl uiidtT lhi« px{Jiinntiofi. It is impossible, sava he, to im- 
agiiH! any othrr tiiu-rpn-lution of Pnuliis's view than ihal some one 
pofuH^id himnOf o)f for the angri Gabrii-J, and as the pretended Mc9- 
scngtn- of Go»l rpmiiitio<J ivilii Hnry in order lliat sl(c niigtit become 
the molhcr of tii« 3|tv*:ti.-ih. W'hatl aAx Gnblrr, Is Xlaiy, at tlw 
Wiy linn* !<Iii; i« U-lntlhed, to l<c«oinc prognant by another and is 
thia lo W- calk'd iin iniicM-eiil holy action, pleading to God and irre- 
proeliabh^? Jlarv i:< 1m-ti< jxnirlrayttd as n pious visiotiaiy, and the 
pretended mrsnenger of ht?a»en as a dcocivcr, or he too is a gross 
lanalio. The reviewer most justly considers such an assertion aa 
rerolliiig, if contemplated from (he christian point of view: if from 
the aciciililic, as at variance bolh with the |>rincipli.'s of inieqirela* 
lion and of cHiicisni. 

The HUliior of !!>c "Nslnrjd Ili.itory of the On^at Prophet of 
Nazarclh" U, in this in.ttance, to be conHtdered a^ ilic most worthy 
interpreter of PaiihiA : for thonj^i llie finrmer could not, in tliLs part 
of Ilia work, have made use ot I'attlua's Conin)entar>', yet, in ex- 
actly the same *«pirit, he unrefCTTedly avovfs what the latter cans 
fiiUy veiU. He bnn};;a into compaiiaon a story in Josephn9,f ac- 
ooruing to which, in the very lime of Jesus, a Iloman knight won 
the chaate wiJe of a Roman noble to his wishea, by cauaing her to bo 
invited by a priest of laU into the temple of tltc Goddess, and«r the 
pretext tSiat the god AnubLi dfsired to embrace her. In innocence 
and lailJi, the woman reaigned herself, and would pcrhsjia afterwards 
have Itctiov wl ahe had given birth to the child of a gocl, had not.tho 
intriguer, with bitter acorn, soon aficr discovered to her the true 
state of the e^-«. It is the opinion of the author that Mnry, ihc 
betrothed bri<le of the aged Jose|»h, was in like nianncT <Ieceived by 
some anioroita and fanatic young man (in ihe aenjuei to the hi.stoty 
ho represents him lo be Jojieph of ^Vrimailiea), and that alio on her 
part, in jtcrtbet innoccnoe, continued to dcreive othcrB.t It ia evi- 
dent that (his inic-rpret.-iiion ilx-s nol ditfcr from the ancient Jcn'ish 
blaauhcniy, which we lind in Celsiis and in the Talmud ; lliat Jeaua 
£dflcly re|iTV»enti-il himself as liom nf a ]mre virgin, wbereaa, in fact, 
be wag the oiTspriiig of llie ndidlcry of Maty with a oeitsin Pantbera.S 

Thia wltolc view, of whicli the cnlininaling [loiot ia in the cal- 

* lin nmfdcii IktJ. J««niil '. Bi. 4. SL S. 40T f. t Anliq. x>iii. il, i. t iHr 
Thcil. S. 110 tr. i Ihc Wfi^d li» BtuUi^imt ttaivoi in»filhatisa*, but iLt naiiw at 
/Viu*.ni or l\i<uii/4 Iih bfra unieWBtf rcUlMi. WL QOgom «. C-'l>- I, !»- Xi. 
SrJivUgra, Itiitw ^, G!KI IT, aiu Tract. ^nhsMii 0. A.: Kbmnieactr, miilrdiMt JaiWn- 
Ihutn, I, »> lO'. a. lun lU't SaiiiiSh—Titifl ; Toludoili J.-i.-lin; ThtIo, ral »pcict. S. S3S. 
Cianp. niy AMiimlluii^ cil*r M- Niiiii'ii I'smlur, tViiIbfrki, Pnu'lm. in jO'liMbta lud 
p^rulMchm KrMlilunjra too ttr AlNUiDinuii£ Jmu. AUira^Um, F«l>r. ISSV, S. IS K 
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utntiy of ihc Jcw8, cannot be brtter judged than in tlic words of 
Origin. !>', *»ye lliix author, they vUhcd lo substitute somctbing 
else in tlie \Aa<:i- ot' the liistorj* of the suiwmatural coiici'irtion «m 
Jmus, they ^hoiilil ntmiy nitc have n;iide it hnj)[>cn in k more ^-rob- 
■bU; mfiniwr ; they ouglil not, us it ucrc ii^tnsl their will, lo iiilmil 
thai 5iar^- kiwrw not Jowjih, but tbey ini^it huvc denieil thi« t'ejit- 
iin% suiti yet bitve nlhiweil Jt-iiti^ to buvv Iiecn bom of nn onliiiary 
hiiniun iimrriage ; whcivan, thi^ foret'il iind cxtrnvx^nt diuraeltr of 
tli«ir liypolheAis ItctrayR its iiilwlKwd.* Is not this »:< iiiiK-.h as to 
■ay, tliat if oticfi some juinicrabiT fejilures of n niarvflion* narrattvo 
are doubted, it is incou»e<)iK>nl to allow ollu-rii lo rt-iiiaiii inii|ttes- 
lioned? each part of such an aocouiit ou^ht to be siibjw'ted lo criti- 
cal examination. 1'he correct view of the ii.irruli^e before u» is to 
be found, Ihat is indirectly, in Origen. For vvheti al one lime he 
placea together, as of the same, kind, the niintculouii coneeption of 
Jesus and the story of I'lato's eoneeption by Apollo (thoitj^li here^ 
indeed, the meaning is that oidy iU-di!*|iosed persons coiild iloubt such 
thijtgst). and when at another time lie says of the story <;oiieeming 
I'lato, tliat it belongs to those inytbi by which it was sought to ex- 
hibit the distin^iisaed wisdom and power of great men (but hero 
he docs not include the narrative of Jesus'a conception), he in fact 
Btates Ibo two premises, namely, the similanty of the (wo narratives 
and tbc mythical character of ihc one :t from which the inference of 
the mcioly mythical worth of the iiairntive of the conception of 
Jceua follows ; a conclusion which can never indeed have occurred 
to hia own mind. , 



S 29. HurrusY of the coNCEpnos of JESL'H nEWEt) a.s a MYTHI'S. 

If, says GnbW in hi* review of ihc Commentary of PauluA, we 
must rclin<|uish the eupematuml origin of Jcaus. in onler to escape 
the ridicule of our contompoTfines, and if, on the other hand, die 
natural explnnntion leads to conclusions not only extravugant, but 
nn'olting; tlie adoption of Ihc mythus, by whieli all these dillieul- , 
tics are obviated, is to be prefenx^'d. ]n the world of niylliology 
many great men bad cNtraordinary births, .ind were sons of tbc god^. 
Jesua himself spoke of his lieavi-nly origin, and adied God hi!< fa- 
ther; besides, bis title as Mcssinh Was — Son of GotL From Slat- 
tbcw i. 22., it is further evident that the passage of Isiiiiih, viL M. 
■was referred to Jesus by the early Christian Cliui-ch. In eonformily 
with Ibis ptissagc the belief prevaileil that Jesu«, as the Miw.tiali, 
should be Imni of n virgin by meJins of divine agency ; it was tliere- 
forc taken for granted tlial what was to be aetunliy did iKiriir; and 
thus originuteu » uhilui^ophical (tlogmaliail) mytiiUN emieeniing the 
Inrth of Jesus. But according to historical irulli, Jesus wjw ihe 
offspring of an ordinary manriuge, betwc'eii Joseph and Mary ; an 

* Orig, c CMniu I., aii. j lUd. tL, S. t ■>'!>!' >-• 37. 
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expJnnalion w}iich, it luis been juslly irtnarkcd, niainiains at once 
!Kc (iignity of Ji»fiu and ihc respect dn« to )ii« mother.* 

Tlio iironiiK-ss of tlic anctciii world 1o rejiTMOnt ilw- grent mcji 
mil] tic-iirfjirlnrs of llicir race »» lltv j-otis of llic gods', liiin itifn-forc 
Im'ti n'tiTml to, ill ofilcr to pxpljiin tin- origin of Micli a mvl!i«». 
Oiir ibfiili^isiis liii\T ac'cniiui lilt I'd pxatnjili-ji Utmi ihv. {.irt-co-KoHiati 
inytliolo^' and lii»lory. Tlu-y lia\-c citcil He^-tli<■J^ and the Di- 
oscuri; KoiniiliiH, nnd .Ma^xniidrr ; liut alxive all I*ytha^ras,t and 
Plata 0( llio bltor philmco^ilicr Jeroniv KjH-jikK in a niunner ([uile 
applicable to JcMt* : iin{n<;iiliu- [ riiicii^eiu non aliter aTbitraiilur, nisi 
w [Mirhi virgtni.4 Hitum.t 

From tlif.tc exain|ih-s it iniglit have been inferroJ tliat the nai^ 
ratix-CH of the mijicmattirid conct-piioii Ii^d ji(K«jiibIy orj^iiatcd in a 
siniilar tendency, and had no foundation in history. Merc bowevci 
the ortliodox and iIh^ rationalist* arc tiiioiiinii>u.'< in di>iiying, ihoii^ 
indix^l iifKHi dtflVrviit {irouml^ thi> \'nlidity uf the analog)'. Origen, 
from a |ier»-]ition of the identical cliaracter of ttio two classes of 
narrativv:^, is not far fiom reganliuy llw; hi-alh«n Ipgeiida of the sons 
of th* gods aa inic supcniatunil histories. Pauliia on hia side ia 
more decided, and ia po k>gtcal aii to explain both claaees of nam- 
livco in th« sanip manner, aa naioral, but alill aa true liiaiorics. At 
least he says of ihc narrative concerning Philo: it cannot be affirmed 
ihat the grouiidurork of the Iiialory was a siibooouent creation ; it ia 
far more probable tliat Pcrii'f ionc believed hcrsolt' to be pregnant by 
one of licr gods. The fact that her sou Leeamc a Plato might indeed 
haw Ecr\-eiJ to confirm that belief, but not to have originated it. 
Tboluck inviiea attention to the important diatinction Ihat the niylhi 
oonceming ItomHlna and others were formed many centuries after 
the lilciime of Ihc-w men : the niytht oouceming Jesus, on the con- 
Irar)-, mwsi have existed shorily after hia dcatli-S lie cleverly ^ila 
(o remember the narrative of l'lalo*s birtli, since he ia well aware 
that precisely in that particular, it ia a dangerous point. Osiandcr 
liowGVcr a]>uroaehc3 the suhjecl with much ]]at}ios, and aflirms that 
I^ato's apotheosis as son of Apollo did not exist till sev-onil ecnturiea 
«(tcr hmi : U whereas in fact Plato's sister s son K|>eJtk!t of it as a [»«- 
vailing legend in .\lheii8,^ OUliaofcn, with whcjni Neandcr coin- 
cidcA, refuses to draw nny di'^lriniviiliil iiifi'n-nn' tnuti this analogy of 
tlie niylhicai sons of Ihc gwlx ; remarking th;it thongh tlie.te nitrra- 
ttveii are unhistorical, ihcy evince a gmend anlicijKilion and dc«ire 

■ GmIAi*. m mimm MUnCcn UwdL Jaunul, T. 3. !>. 408 t; Hcbhctn, Bulcil. Ia 
Au V. T. 1, M. (IS t; Ittmar. Ii.lir. »vt>KiL 1, IIK! >. ITi Kaiarr. blbl. lliMh«li!, f. 
S. Zi\ f: n-«c>K^lu-itlrf, It>.iil. { I :>3 ; I'l. W«Ub, UU. D>i[BU. { »>1. nnd exrg, tl*nd. 
bodi 1. I, & 19 t: \mam. ratili<ltlui>ic Art OfartMsA. S. S"! ITi H»^, L. J. { 33 ; 
FnUiclH. Coaminii. in Uaiih. S. Mi. 'tht Uucr Jualy miwrki in Uw lillu to iIh- lint 
duplBT: •« mtiu ilU (Jtimt) «A Jir\iai Joctimm Jinbiam^ 4* JVnu irmtnlio, 
f^ r tm iairl i^witut ifituai^ murtm rirginrm. t JamLIkh, *U* t^iiaaOT*. Mp. I, 
>4. Urwlins. t Adv. Jqtin. I. SO. !>•<«■ Utn. XLi- f GUiil>wund|[k(it S. M. 
I ArnloKi* •>>■ I. J. ii^ V& ^ ■)»■. Lafiit. ■.■.().: St^ivtrmc (Sormu rUumu^at„ 
Hwtw.l ff ir 'ii tnyr'itairty l1>iruM( iHpAiirH' ■"' K>J«n'V *» '" nWnir«i *)«w. 
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of sudi a fiurl, anil llicretbre guaraiilce its roalitv. ot I«as( in one 
LiBlork-al manifealatioii. C^rtiiinlv, n gi-inral unticipiitioii unci re- 
pTi^»eii(atioii miist liavc trulli tor it« liiwut ; but tlic truth <1<X5» not 
HHixut ill Any one individual fjict, pn-sctiting an accurtilc corrbMjioiiJ- 
eriCT! with tliat notion, but hi tut uba which realizes itsclt" in « »e- 
riiw of facts, which often beiir no rt'wnit>l«nl-c to the pini^nil nution. 
Tiifl widely api-wid notion of a golden ngi^ <IoeH not prove iIk; t«i*t- 
tncft of a golden age: eo tlio notimi of Jivinu toiiwution* dot.* not 
provo that some one individual wns titiu produced. The truiii 
which ia the baaia of tliis notion is sotnulliing quite dttlcnMit. 

A more cascnlial oTyV-ction" to the analogy la, lliat the rwim'-scn- 
lulions of the Lcatlien world prove nothing wiih rci'jicei to the ia- 
ohili^d Jews; iiiul that the idwi of mjii* of the gods, belonging to 
jiolytbeisin, could not h«ve exerted an influence oh the rigidly nion- 
olbeistic notion of the Alesi-iidi. At all evmitfl such an iiilercnce 
must not be too baslUy dniwit from tlie expression "sons of (.lod," 
found likewise among the Jews, whieli as applied in the Old Testa- 
ment to magistratos, (Ps. IxxxiL G., or to theocratic kings, 2 Utim. 
vii. 14, 1*8. ii. 7.), indicates onlyo theocratic, and not a physicid or 
metaphysical relation. Still less is importance to lie attached to the 
lanmiagc of flattery used by a Iloman, in Joscphiis, who wills bc«u- 
titul child i-cu of the Jewish princes children of God.^ It was, how- 
ever, a notion among the Jews, as was remarked in a former section, 
that the Holy Spifit co-oijcrated in the conception of pious individ- 
uals; moreover, that God's choicest instruments weie conceived by 
divine assislanee of pniviits, who could not have had a child accord- 
ing to the iinluntl course of things. ^Viid it', according to llic be- 
lieved n-]iR^enl)itioii, the extinct capability on both sidea was re- 
newed by divine interviinlion (Uoin. iv. lU.), it was only one elcp 
furlJicr to the l>elicf that ui the case of the conception of tlic most 
dutinguished of ail God's agents, the Jlcssiab, the total absence of 
pariicijuition on the one side was compensated by a nioi-u complete 
supcroddcd capability on the other. The latter is m-arcely a dt^ree 
more marvellous tlian the former. And thus mast it hai c npjteared 
lo the author of Luke i., since be dissipates Slary'.-! doubLi by tlie 
aamo reply with which Jehovah repellca Sara's incredulity. J Nei- 
ther the Jcwislt reverence for marriage, nov the |in'valenl re]>rejieu-^ 
tation of the Messiah aa a human being, could prc\eTit the atlvaucn 
(0 this. climax : to whicli, on the other hand, the ascetic t-.^ttmiitiun 
of cclibiiey, and tlic idea, derived from IJaniid, of llie Christ as a 
suixirliuman being, contributed. But decided impuUc to iJui do- 
veJopmcnt of the representations embodied in our histories of iho 
birtu, consisted partly in ihe title, A'on of Gud, at one lime usually 
given to the Messiah. For it is tlie nature of such originally iIku- 
rativc expressions, after a while to come lo be interpivtcd aceording 

• Nt»pJ«r, t. J. Cli. S. 10. f Am. 10, X n. 
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to tl»Hr more prmsc and litnsl signUiailion ; and it was a dailv 
occuntnoe, capccuJIy ainoiig t!ic later Jews, to stlncli a ticnait/p 
n^ificntion to that wliicli orifina)lv liad morelv a .ijiiriliml or (igu- 
rativc mcnning. Tiiis natural di^poiiilion tii iimlPTtttAnd (be Mea^- 
anic title i^in tif Got/ motr and more lilcrally. was fostered bv tbc 
cx[)TV£sion in tbe I'&ilms (ii. 7.). interpreted of tbc Mesjiiab : Thott 
art tnif mn ; Mm t/ay Aave I begotUn tAee : words which can 
scarcel}' fitil tu tfuegest a physical relation; it was alfto norlnied by 
tl»c (iropiK-cy of Isainli rcsfxKtin" tbc ni^n wlio should be with 
chilli, wliicb it ftjtpejirs wa* apjilied to the Hessiah; ha were 80 
many oilier prophecies of which the immedJAtc sij^itjcation hmJ be- 
come olwcure- This npplicniion may be seen in the fireek word 
dio«en by tbe Scptuaginl, irapOri'Of, a pu^ unspotted virgiit, wlicreiui 
hy A()iiilii an<l other GreeJc tmnslalora the word vtan^ is used.* 
Th»ui tlid the notions of a von of God and » ton of a riryin oom* 
nlelc oiie anolbe.r, till at last the divine i^eney was substituted for 
tinman |iiiti-riiiil juirlicijuition. AVctstein mdeed nflirms that no Jew 
ever a|>j>tii-<l iht- j>n>[i1ieey of l^iiili to the MvASiiib ; ami it wa.-( with 
eixiivmt- L-iiionr ihni Hchocttgen eolhreted trmce« of the itolion lliat 
the lle».iiah Klionld Ixi ilie xoii of a virgin from the Rabbinical writ- 
ii^B. I'hia Itovrevor, eoiuiidering llie. jiaiieity of records of tlic Mc»- 
siwik: ideas of that age,t proves ttolliing in o[ij)09ition to the pre- 
sumption tliat a nottoi) then prevailed, of W'hi<4i we have the ground- 
worK ill tbc OhI Tcslaiftciit, and an inferciice hardly to be nustaken 
in tlie New. 

One objection yet ivniains, which I can no longer designate as 
peculiar to OLtbauiwii, since other ilieoh^ians liave shown tkcm- 
itelvct solicitous of sharing tbc fame. 1 he objection is, tliat tho 
i»rlhie»l inlerpretalton of llie gOD>[>el nuTT^itivc U especially danger- 
0«i«, it ln'iiig only loo wi'll tilted to enprnh-r, i^wrurely indeed, pro- 
kat- and blii.i)iheiitou]t notiona conn-niing the ori};iii of .Tcsas : ainco 
it ciinnot fail to liivour an opinion d(»tnietivc of the belief in a Ito- 
dcenicr, namely, tliat Jcau.-i came into being through unholy means; 
since, in fact, at l!i« time of her pregnancy Slary was not married.! 
In <)Isiiaii.4en's timt cdilion of liis work, he adds that he willingly 
allows ihal theae interpreicrs know not what they do; it is there- 
fore but just to give him the ad^iuiiage of the same coneetision, since 
he ccrtaiuly appean not to know wliat mythical inlerpretation mpjiQi!. 
Ilow otherwise would he say, that tbc mytttical interpretation is fit- 
ted only to farour a blasjibcnmus opinion ; therdbre that all who 
understand the narrative mythically, are disuowd to commit tlic 
abetudity with which Oiigeji reproaches the Jewish calumninlon; 
the retaining one solitarv incident, namely, that Mary was not mar- 
ried, whilst the renuiiiiocr of the narrative hi l>eld to be unhistorv 
cal ; a particular incident which evidently serves oidy as n suiiport 

* D*W«lt*, y.xg, ttaaiib^ I, L S. IT. t Ttrv an lii b* lunnd ho«m-r In Ika Bon 
■QDton lUUdiu, *. Matlhri. fUUgloinKl. dt* AfnitH 7, m. ^ JkU C ; U-l'L Oiam. t, 
6. IT. AIM UmIx 3 a. & SU t: Tbdlc, 4 14, Ktxaitr. 9. 9. 



134 



THE LIFE or JBSL'S. 



to the other, that Jtvtw nan conccivwi without hiiniaii iMfcmiil ]>ar- 
licipiilion, nnd wilh it, thiTi-l'»ii*. .ttnnJ^ or blis. \u otw- among the 
inlrrpreicni who, iri this iiurralivi-^ rc'ciij^Tiiac a iiijt'tliiiit in \\ie full 
sigiiiticAtioii of Ihiil Icriii, haa btvii lhii!i blind and iiiooiiiuwtciit ; all 
havr fttipjiOKfil » Ii-^ilirnate marriage bt-twoen .Imcjili and Alary ; and 
OLiliauM'ii »i<Tfl)- jrairit* llie mythii^ mode of inlt'r(>i'elalioii in cari- 
cature, in ord<T lim mow easily lo set it aside ; for he confesses lliat 
in relation lo this jxirtion of the gospel in particular, it Ims much 
that is dazzling 
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Out <jios{icl«, in Ihc trijo npiril of ihe aiicivnl l<?g«n(l, tind if «ii. 
becoming to itllow liic nicllici' of Je^us, so long sm she Ikiiv th^ lioiiv* 
rnly gt^nii, to Ix' njipmai'Iii'd or profiined l>y an (uirt)ily huMlwnd. 
Coiweqiieiiily J.uke (ii. ■>.) r(')ire»enls Ihe connexion belwi-cn Jose])!! 
and Ztlury, prior to the liirtli of Jesus, as a Uetn^thment merely. 
And, as it i.t otuKtiI re.xjKrling ilie father of I'lalo, after his wife bad 
become pi-egiiant hv Apollo: SOrf xaGapAv yxifiov ^lAcifni fuf r^ 
a-Tasv^nruC." wo likcwi«' it is reinarkcil nf .(osiph in Mnttbcw (i. 25.): 
ati oi'ii l^truiJKev avrijr (rijv ■yvvdiKa avrov) ?i.if ov irrKt riiv vlliy av- 
nyf Tic TrpuriiTOHoi; In each of ihiwc kinditd pnseagf» the CSrcck 
word iwf {till) must c»i<!cntly receive the same interpretation. Now 
in the tirst quotation ibr nxMining i» incontofllnhly ihia : — that till 
the time of I'IbIo'b liirtli hi» fiiihcr abstained from intercoarvc vrilb 
Ins wife, hut eubscipH'mly lutsnmcd his conjugul rights, f^inec wc 
liewr of I'IntiVs hrollierit. In nrtweiR-e, therefore, to tlic parents of 
Jcous, the fwf cannot have a ditUrn-nt vigTiitiuition ; in CKcb cn«! it 
iiHiicatM prwi.-si-ly tlic nmne Itniiiation. So again the esprwwioii 
(ipwrAroKOf (lin*ihoni^ uwd in i>-tiTeiice to Jesus in hotli tlie Uospcln 
(Malt. i. '2'>, Luke ii. T.) .«np|ii>soM iliiil Mnry had othi-r ebihliXL-n, for 
as Lueian says: *i /MrfrpiLrof, oi/ /iiJcof <i 6i fi6io^, vir vpCnog.^ Kvc» 
in the i:nine(_ioc]ida (Mall. xiii. 5/>, Luke viii. 19.) mention in made 
ofoiJeA^iC 'iTjumi, [tAe bivlhera of Jesug,) In the words of t'rilJ> 
sdie: JAtUenlituilnie jwst ifemi nataUn Mariam cowensU jVutlAau* 
(Luke does llie same) wxortm Josepfio, in hoc una occu/'uluf, ne 
guis ante Ji*u jtrhnoydia rrmtua venere w-ws eitvpicarat'ir. But 
ihie did not continue lo satisfy the orthodox: as the vcncrallon for 
}Iary rose even higlier, she v.\to had oucc become fiuitful by divine 
agency w»s not euliscqucntly lo In.- profaned by the common relations 
01 lifct The opinion tliat Mnry after the birth of Jesiu bwame tho 
wife of Joseph, was curly mnkud among tho licrcsics,$ iind the or- 
thodox Fathers souglit every menus to escape from it and to combat 

■ :>lng. I^ftirL ■■ a. O. Spe Oricrovp «. CcU L !):. f l'"'"""""! •'^' t S-'W^O'* 
in aislilwuiii aeconllng lo I'hoilui uiijcht. riv 'hio^f /uru fi/v i^paarar j«fl#i(|«ui' (iv™ir- 
notfoi Tj nap^irii. liii» nil ulio, leLMdlng te Kl'ij-liuiiiat, iht ilm'triuv iit il«i«ii cull.d 
Ijr liiin l)iiiiiijiU-» iuk! AniiiliciiiimiiKnili*. sinl In Llit ilino fit Jcromci of Htlvi<!iu» and 
hu (cillnttsni. ruiiijintv uii ihii |uiiiil tlie Samialuoij vuu Sulcer, Uu Ibouiunu il^ *. v. 
Kitpia, I'ul. toil r. 
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it. Thi^y ponlfiiided that nccorfing to the excgctiwJ intcrpri^tation 
offwp mi, ii M>iii«tinMra affimicd or denied a tiling, not merely up lo 
a certain limit. Lul brvond that limitation and for ever: and that the 
irords of Matthcsr oinf i^lvwjurv aitTi^ h)^ oil l^rtge k. t. i excluded 
a tnatrimonial connexion betwwn Jo!>e])h and Marr for all time.' 
In like manner it waa aaBorted of the term ■npuriTtmo^, iluit it did 
not necessarily include the aubBcqiiejit Inrtli of otiicr diildrcn, Imt 
that it nierelv excluded any pi'cvions birlh.t But !n onler lo ban- 
ish the thought of n ni.-tlriinoui.'d connexion between Mary and Jo- 
seph, not only graniraalicnily but physiologically, tl>cv represented 
Joee[Ji aa a very old man, under whom 3Iary was placed for ctmlrol 
and protection only ; and the brothers of Jcsna mentionod in tlio 
New Teatnment iliey regarded as the children of Joseph by a former 
mairiagct But this n-as'not nil ; soon it was insisted itot only tliat 
Mary never became lite wife of Josepli, but that in giving birth to 
Jeana alic i~*id not loxc Iht ^irginily.i But etcn the conservation 
of J'ary's virginity did not long continue to satisfy; jiemetuai vir- 
ginily woa likeivise rcijuired on iIk^ |mrt of Jotieph. It vra* not 
cnoiuh that he had no iMnnc-xiwi with Mary ; it was aUo necciwaiy 
tliat his entire life- should lie one of celibacy. .V*'ordingly, thou^ 
£]>ip)iflnius allows that Joaej^b had itona by a fonticr niurringc. So 
rome rrjcct;' ihc .-iiipjMi^tiion n» an impioua and uudadou» invention ; 
and frniii llisl linn- tiie brolbeni of Jcsua were tkgraded to lti« rank 
of cou»in.'«.:| 

S^ine moileni iheologiariA agree with lite Kathrm of ihi; Cliurch 
in miiintaiiiiiig tli.it no matrimonial connexion «ut)sisted at any tinNi 
between Jiisc])li iiiid Mary, and believe iheiiiM-Jvc^ able lo ex[4a!n 
the gus{wl i-x)irc.4.tioni) ivhii-h apjtear to aK^e^t the coiilmry. In rcf* 
ercncc to ihv It-nu ^AV*/ born, OUItnu-tcn eontrnds that it signilies 
an only son : no leiia than the ehleal of several. I'aulus alloi^s tliAt 
bcfc he is right, atid Clement and KnlK^-lie .■^ek in vain lu donion- 
etnte the iHi]>ossibilily of thia ai^ilicalioi). Kur when it \» said in 
Dxod. xiii. 2, U ' ,'7 '■'V i?9 V-sa-W "VtiS' (npuWimao*' irpwroynrff 
LXXX.) it was not merely a liretl-oni foll"Weil by otitcrs subset 
(jueiitly bom, who was aanctitieil to Jehovah, but the fmit of tlw 
body of that mother of whom no other child had )>rcviou?ly been 
bom. TlKTcfore the term npwrfiroBOf must of necessity bear also 
this swnittcntton. Truly however wc mnot oonlvss with Winirr*" 
nnd ollierv, on the other side, tluit if a narrator wlio was acqtuiinted 
with the uhok^ se(|uel of llie history used that expresuon, vrc- should 
be tetnplol to understand it in >ls primitive twnM;; sinct; had tin: 
author intcn<k-d lo exclude otlicr ehildrcn, he would nilher have cn>- 

■ Camp, llirfon. adv. Ildr. S, ', T^Mpbjbot aad Snlilu Ib JMcrr, ],•,*. Ivf, 
PoL 1-.'!H r. t IlkruB. b d. 8u | Xn Orlg. In lllUk. T«W. N. XI: Eplphuk. torn. 7H. 
7: llitlaria JowfM, c S; Prvlrv. Jii'. 'i, Y*. J UirTHHlwniu, kxai. ||2. Ib ^lllurr, *. r. 
Hofia, BHKt frpnUliilr iWiciilvd ia Itw I'nilr*. J*c. xXx. aal xa. | Uli'ron. kd MaRk. 
II, uDd •dtMf. Ildviil. tn. ^ !>■■ ItmdKT J»u. In Winrr'* 7j/UttMlt t«t u nwiucluilt- 
llili* tli<<>k«tc, L X. S. Mt r. •• BiUixhn IUal1•0rtcttlld^ |, IM. S. Wt, Xixau U« 
WmI*, t. d. Nu K«M4(rL J. Ck,a.l4. 
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opposite is iiiiiKipwible ill ibe nature of tfmiga." For example, wlit 
it i-t said ot* lyifuiaiCTV avrifi; /wf w oTrrdttiM', it is rtoIf-«viileiit tti 



ployed the word /wi-oyei'^, or would have connected it with ttjout^ 
KMtof. If lliis be imi quite decisive, liie reasuning of I'ritKKi;iu' in 
reference to tho '<JC "»', «. ~- a , is more toriviiieing. He rcjw'ts the 
eitalions itddiicud in xiijijiorl of the inlcr)>Tetaliuii of the Futiic-ni of 
llie Chuicli, proving fliat iKU espreasion according to ita prinuttve 
signilicatioii afSnn.t only to a given limit, and beyond that lunil 3ii]>- 
pOitea the logical op[K)»itc of the aiSmiation to take place ; a Mgniti- 
cation wbicli it luse.i only when the contest sliovfs clearly that (he 

hen 
tiai 

(Iw ne«ilion, during the lime cUpscd till dcalli — eAnnot be irans- 
formea aft?r death in(o nn nllirnmtion; hut when it Li said, as in 
lilatlhew, oi-K i. a. ?<Jf av IrtKn.; the giving hirtli to tlic divine fruit 
op]N»es no impossibility to the cittiiblishiiunt oi the conjugal rela- 
tions; on the contrarj- it render* it ]w«sibl<! i. e- sullabiet for llwm 
now to take place. 

Olsbauaen. impcllcil by x\k ikiiuc doctriitiil molivrs wliieh influ- 
enced the Fathers, is Icil in tliwi in»tiincc. to coiitniilicl Initli the flvi- 
dcnec of grammar and of logic. He tliinU^ that Jttccqih, witliout 
wishing to impair vhv sandity of marrin"!-, must hiivi' ewiflndcii of- 
ter the ejcpericncca he had Imd (?) llijit liin niarriiigi.' wltii Mary luid 
another object tlian tlie produflion of clnldR-n ; lusidir* it waa but 
natural (?) in the laat dcaoeinlftiit of (he h<i«sr of l>Hvid, and of tliat 
particular brancli from which the Messiah ^huuld come fortli, (o ter^ 
minatc her race in this lust and clenud of11<hoot. 

A curious Imhler msy hi- formed of fhcsc different beliefs luid 
evpcrstitious in ndalion to (he connexion between Mary nnd Jo»<:]>b- 

1. Conteniponirieji of Jeaus and composers of the genealogies: 
Josepli and Mary inkii nnd wife — Jesus the offspring of their mir- 
riage. 

2. The age nn<l authors of our luslories of the liirtli of Jesus : 
Mary and Jos<'j)h In-lrollied only; Joseph having no participation 
in tiic conception of the child, and previous to its birth no conjugal 
connexion willi ^lary. 

3. Olelmuscn and others: i(u1>sc(iucnt to the birth of Jesus, 
ill, though then the liusbnnd of Slary. reliiiquisliex his mutri- 

moniai rights. 

4. Kpipbunitis, Protevangt-IIum Jncobi and others: Joseph a 
decrepit ohl man, no longer to bo thought of as a husband ; tho 
cliitdrcn aitnbnlnl to him are of a former niarriagc. More especially 
it is not as a bride and wife tliat he receives Xlary; he talces her 
merely under liis guanlianship. 

5. Frolevaiig., Chrysostoin nnd others : Mary's vir^nity was 
not only not destroyed by any subsequent birltis of chiidrci] by Jo- 

* Ciimiiimt. in Kitili, K A3 IT,. tkL iiirh S. 83.i. f OUhiuiun 1* ti»u'i1iii).-1r un- 
hsppj til Uur TAjinitlf ('1u<«>n l.y bim in rii]i|>ort of lili liiiiTfirclaliun it fu^ m''. F-ir whirn 
U is fsiil. 1^ iriiffi tiJl tni-In'yAt bill nn firif aimr, crrTQlnly ILb ll^' nu inr^jhn^ iinplk'a tli4t 
klVt midnislil nolnr onr M eonic. I<iit il don let^l'' lli.it nfliT u>l<Iiiii;l>( kc ivuibvl iiii 
ImgEri (0 tliM tic^ till' cxpriiolon lill tvtulni lU >l);n!llv*liua ut iixiiluaiorii 
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Mph, it was not in U>c alighcst degree impAired hy llw birth c^ 
Jcsns. 

6. Jerome : not Marr only but .Toscpli also obscireJ an abso- 
lute virginity, dikI the prctciKlcd brothers ot' Jesud were not hiii sons 
bnt merely cwmiiis to Jesus. 

The opinion ihsl the ddeX^i (brothers) and iAtA<^ 'It/oov (sia- 
ters of JcMt») mentiotiod in the New Tcatatncnt. were merely half 
tnDtliKrt or inilccHl cousinx, A|)pcnrs in its origin, as shown nbovc, 
t0gctlt«r witli (he nolion llint no mstritnonifll connexion ewr sub- 
«ii»tei] bi'lwiHMi Ji)!'<'pli anil Msri-, nn the mere invention of 8n|>cr- 
ttilion, a c in- 11 instil ntx^ highly prcjmlieinl to such an opinion. It is 
liOwtTTcr no lens tnie lli.it purely excgelical grounds exl«(, in mtIiio 
of nhieh tlicolugiiiiis who were frw; troin jirejudicfl have dedJtd, 
titat tlic opinion tluit Jmos actnnlly hud brothers is anteiublc* 
Had wc merely lliff fiJlowing pnssiiges — Slntth. xili. 55, Mark vi. 3, 
wlien> llie ]>i'>.iple of Nauircth ■urioiiti'iK'd nt the wii<<lon) of iheir coun- 
tryman, in order to inaric his well icnown ori'-in, iintiiiiliiilely after 
having :>]N)keti of rtcrwi- (^I|^^ i-ar|R'iiter) hiit fiilhur, ami lii;* mother 
Mary, mention by mimv hii oAi^oJf (tiroihent) Janx-.s Josea, Si- 
mon, and Juila.-«. t<>^lher with hLi siaterii whose namca arc not 
given;! «gatu Matth. xii. 46, [<uke viii. 19, when his tnolbcr and 
uia brethren cinne to Jesus; John iL 12, where Jcaaa journeys with 
hia mother and his brelhrcn to Capernaum : Acta i. 14, wltero llicy 
aie nenlioncd in iraracdiate connexion with his mother — if we Imd 
these poasagej) only, we could not for a moment hc:iitAic to reeog- 
niw hero real brotbera of Jeaua at least on the moilicT's side, chil- 
dren of Joseph and Slarj'; not only on account of the proper 5igni- 
lioUiofl of the word AJfr/^f. but also in consequence of its conliniial 
conjunction wilh Jlary and ,Ii>*fph. Even ttie pasi^ages — John vii. 
5, in whidi it U n-marki-d liiat his bivlbrcn did not believe on 
Jesus, and Mark iii. 21, eompred witli 31, when: acciording to the 
moat probable explunutioti, the brothers of Jesus with hia mother 
went out to lay hohl of hini as one beside himself— fun lish no ade- 

Suatc grounds for rclin(|Ut.-ihiiig the projier signitieation of (We^.^. 
tany theologians have intcriwclcd <wrAiptrf'f 'IijffoC in the last eitcd 
passage /'i/f brothvn, sons vf J'tm-ph by a f'lfriiuT marfia^i; al- 
tering tluil the real brothers of Jesus iniixt liave believed on him, 
bat tiiis is n mere assumption. The difficult acems greater when 
wc read in John x'lx. 2ti f. that Jesus on the croas, enjoined John 
to be a son to his mother; on injunction it is not easy to regard na 
suitable under the supposition that .Mary luul other children, except 
indeed ilawe were half brothers and unfriendly to Jceua. Never- 
theless we eiin inuiginc the existence both of external, cii'cumstanccn 
and of individual tbebn'Ts which miifht luirc inllueuced Jesus to coit- 

* Ob tbU (dI^Jri oDinptr* In partitAr CI«md, di* BiOitir Jbu, [n Winer** Zmlr- 
HlMiri (M fUmMcb. TIimI. I. S, &. tSt Itl FVuIiu. «»«• Ilandfcocb I BJ. S. AAT K) 
rftlMbi^ a. L O. >J. lao C ; H'iiwr UbL IlMloOnarUlib, to ibn A. A. : Jriiu, Janiinu, 
AfaN*L t Sm (Ih di«fn*l ouna MainMd UMm IM the kpul i« Thilo, C*lcx apoirr- 
pliBi S. T., I S. Wa mu. 
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fiilc Iii» motlicr to .Tolin rathnr th.iii to hl» brntlicra. That ^leM 
tirollien aiJ])P.-in>d in company niili hi,* Apoatlc-i afi«^ itip aA:eniiioB 
(Ai.-t^ i. 14.) ia im jironf lliat tliay muiit [lave believed on JcriM at 
tlie time of Ilia doaiK. 

Tlie real ]»Tule."(ity in llie mntlor. however, ori^aatCA in this: 
that bcaidea the .rniiieaaiid .Iohm spoken of »a the brothcia of JesiUi 
two men of the same name are mentioned as the sons of another 
Marj- (Mark xv. 40, 47, xvi. 1, Matt, xxvii. 5(!,) witlicnit doubt that 
Mary who is dcsignalcd, John xix. 25, aa tJic sister of the motlKr 
of Jesns, and tlir wife of CIcopbas: so that we have a James and a 



Jos^s not only among tlic children of J[ary thei mother of Je^us, but 
agitin nmoii;; hi.-r siller's 



ehildem. Wc meet with several others 
among liiose immediately c^mnccted with Jeaua, whose names are 
idenlieiiL In the lists of the Apostles (MattlL x. "2 If.. Luke vi. 14 
ft'.) wc have two more of the nimie of Jumeft; that is four, the bro- 
ther and cousin of Jc*ii« inc'luded ; (wo more of the name of Judas: 
Ihnt is thn-r--, llii' brtith'-r i>t' Ji-*iu» incbideil ; (wo of the name of 
Simon, tilfi mHkiu}T ihrt^c with iht; brolhcr of Jcsos of tltc anma 
name The ({ut-sliun naiunlly arinej*, whether the simic individual 
is not licrw taken a* di.ttitiet ixiriOTiit ? Tlic susjiiuion i» almost un- 
avoiiUNe in nifrrr^nef^ (i> Junn-s. As Jamei* the eon of Alphcus is, 
in ihi' h.<l of till- A]iii«tl<r.s iiilnxlueed atti-r tlic i<on of /cbedee., na 
the itcci.inil, [mrhii)!.'' tlii: yoim^-r ; and as JaiiieK the cousin of Jesus 
is galled Ojuirpof ("lh« Iciis") Mark. xv. 40; and winee by euuipar- 
ing John xix. 25, we tind that the Uittt-r is Ciilhul the iton of CIco- 
nlias, il is po^ilile diut tli« name KAtiiirac (Cleophuit) given to tlic 
husband of SIary'n nUter, ami the name 'AXipalof (.\ljihetiii) given to 
the father of till". a|M,*tle. may I* only dift'erent forms of the llebrew 
3^n\ Tliii* would the ftt<eund JanieM enumerated among the .\pot' 
ties and the eimsin of Jeiiua of liiat name bo idcnli<-al, and tlieTO 
would i-emain besidea him ordy the son of Zelxiihii^ and the bruthtr 
of Jesus. Now in the Aclo (xv. 1/t) n James it[i[ii>Jiri( who take:( a 
prominent [larl in tiie ao~called apostolic council, and ait, according 
to Acts xii. 2, the »<m of Zi-bwlee hiut prcviouwiy been put to dealli, 
and as in the foniffnii^ jxirtion of (lie book of tho Aets no mention' 
is made of any nther .Tamea bcjiiiles the »i>n of ;Vlpheu3 (i. Kt) .40 
this James of whom (A<:la xv, lit,) no nioix; ]>rw.ij«e dcseriptioii i.t 
given, cim be no other than the son of Alpheiis. Itiil Paul s]>eak« 
of a JimiP,* ((ial. i. lU) l/ic lAinft hn'f.h<^, wlmm he Siiw at Jeniaa- 
k-m. tuid il ia donbtleaa lie of wliom he s[K>Aks in i-.imnexion with 
Cephaa and John aa the ori-Xtn (pJlbiRi) of the clmrch — tor thia ia 
piiti:'ely in cliaraclcir with the (AjmwIIi-) J.-tini^ aa lie appeared at 
the ajKistolic council— 80 that thta James may l>c coiiaidered aa iden- 
tiatl with the Ixird'a brother, and tho rather aa the expresaion ertpov 
dj riiv dnoari'iAbtv ovk ttldav, rl /nt) 'Innu/iov rhv ditX^v rov Kt^i'ov 
{6iU ot/irr of the npotilea mm I none, mve Jii'wji lAt! iMrirs 
brotfu-r. tiuL i. IS),) makes it «[ipear as if the Lord's brotlicr were 
reckoned aniuiig the apojtlcs ; witJi which uUo the ancient trauition 
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wLicti represents J&mca the .Tiist, a brollier of Jesaa. ak Ibe fimt 
hcwl of liK- church at Jenwalom, affites," But ndmilling tiro James 
of the Acts to be identkol with Die dialiDgiushcd A[<09tlc of tlwt 
naiiiR, tlicn is he (he son of .Vlphcus, and not (lit- fon of Joseph ; 
COnincquciill/ if he W at the satnv time oAtA^o^ rov Kiftim', llieo 
6Jlt}ji^ C»niM>t signifjr a brother. Xow if Alnheus and Cleophas 
are admitted to be the s-inie individual, l)ie biHiAiml of ibe giater vf 
SiKry the mother of Je«u«, it it obvioua that dAt/jpbc. used to denote 
the rtdittionrthip ofiii* aoit to Jcmw, ntnst be Ikkcn in the signili- 
Cfttion, cousin. It, after this inaniicr, JnnKS the Apostle lite son of 
AIplieuA be idcntiticd with the c<Ht]>in, and the cousin Iw idcniitii-d 
vriih lltti broiiier of Ji-ku:I of the jiiimc nnnic, it is obvious ibnl 'lov- 
iaf 'lasu>;hv \u ihe aitalo^H- of th*- Apmllc^ in I.uke ([^kc vt. Ifi, 
Acts L 13.) niHst be tnuisuitird brother nj'Jume* (*on of Alphcu^); 
and Ibis A[MMile Jiide must be )K-Jd ns idcnli<-itl with the Judo 
iStXftit *I^ov, ttial is, with iho i-ousin of the I»nl ant) sou of Murjr 
Cloojthas : (lliough the niimc of Jude is*iirvirr meiiliuiivd in conne.x- 
ion with this Jilarv.) If Ih*' Kpixlle of Jnde in our raiiou bftso- 
Iheiitie, it is i«iitinnatory of ilic uLove <U-duftioit, that Ibc author 
(verse 1) dcHignaici himself as the odrA^f 'Ia«h'/fnf {broiAcr of 
•/amety Some moieover have identified Ibe Apoxttc Simon i ?q^o 
T^ or Kaiwinjf {Zttotea or the CanaaniU) with the Simon enumer- 
ated anions tl>e brotbcra of Jesus (Mark vi. 3,) and who accordiuff 
to a tradilion of the church socceedied Jamea a? head of the church 
at Jcnuatcm;t xo that Jooes alone appears without fuitbcr dc«ig- 
hatioii or appeilutive. 

If. acconlinj^y, those spoken of a.1 ddrA^ 'Itiow were merely 
cousins, ami three of these were ApoAlles, it inn»t excite Jiurprisc 
tliat not only in the ^Vcia, (i. 14,) after un ciiumeralion of (lie Apos- 
tle^t, tlic tnotliers of JeaU3 are ».<|iarutely ))artictilariEed, bat (ha( also 
{I Cor. ix. 5.) (Itey appear (o be a cLm distinct from the .Vt>o«lli.<». 
Perhaps, also, tlw pa.4Hagc < JaL 1. 19 ought to tic understood as in> 
dicatinjf that Jame.i, tlic Lord'.t brollicr, was not an Aposlie-t If 
therefore, the MOj^kA 'lifoov socni thus to be extruded from the 
-iiiunber of the Apostles, it is yet mote difficult (o re^rd them 
merely as the couaios of Jesus, since tlioy appear in »o many places 
immediately associated with tlic motlicr oi Jesus, and in two or 
three passages only arc two men bearing the same names ntentioocd 
in conm-^xioa with the otiier Mary, who acconlingly would be tlieir 
real mother. TItc Greek word oJri^, may indeed signify, in lan- 
guage whidi pretends not (o (irccision, as wi'U as tlie )lebn-w nat 
a more duKant rvlalive; bu( as it is repeftt<.'<lly used to ex|xre!U (lie 
rcIftttODsliipof thi-st- |>ersons to Jesus, and is in tio instam^ n-plaeed 
by ivfi^i^ — a won! wluch is not torcign to tla' New IVstainent lan> 
eiuge wlnen the rclationsliip of cousin is to br denoted (Cob iv. lU.) 
It cannot well be taken in any oIIkt than its proper signification. 
Ftirtlicr, it need only be pointed out lliat tlic hig^t degree of un- 
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ocrtMnty exluU resi>cctiDg not only lite identity of tbo names Al- 
phnix and C'lpoplias. npoii wliicli the identity of James th« cousin 
<if Ji-wi* and of llio Apostle Jnnicii the I^sa nrdla, but also irganl- 
ing Ihe iTUiiHklion of 'iovdH^ 'laiu^Hiov by the brother of Jmma; 
nni] likpwise resppcting the assumed identity of the aathor of the 
lust Catholic; KpiMlc> wltli tbo Apoalle Jude. 

TIius the vrob of ibis idcntiticAtion givpa way at all points, and 
we are forced lack to tlie position wiiencc wo set out ; so that vrc 
have again rval brothers of Jesus, aUo two cousins distinct tVom these 
broiherv, ijioiigh bearing the same names with two of lliein, besides 
HOiiie Apostiej of the same names with both brothers and coosins. 
To iind two pairs of sons of tlic same names in a fiiiiily ia. indeed, 
not so uncommon as to become a source of objection. It is, how- 
ever, reitiarkablo tliat the same James who in the Epistle to the 
Qalatians ia designated aSu).^ Kvpibv {fAe Ijoretg brother), must 
onquestionably. according to this Ai-lri of the Apostle.^, be reganlc*! 
as the son of Alphcus; wlrii-h lit! i;qii1<} not Ik if this expression 
signified a brolber. So that there i.t jxTplexily on every side, which 
can bo solved only (and tliCTi, indeed, but iiegalively and without 
liiatorinid result) by admitting the cxiatenc*! of olxHcui-ity and ciror 
on this [xiinl in the New Te-rttnirierit wriiew, and even in the very 
earliest Chriiitiun Ir.-iditionit: cmir wiiii^h, in uiallei-s of involved 
relationsliijKt an<l family ii.-une^s >^ far more eaiiily fallen into than 
avMdcd." 

Wo have consequently no ground for dcTiying that Ihe mother 
of •resua bore her tuistimid Mivi-ral oilier eliiUlren besides Jesus, 
younger, and perliaps also oldi-r; tlie hitter, because the repn.'-<Cnta- 
tion in the Xew Test anient tliitt J(-»uk wa.* thd tirsl-liorn may lielong 
no less to the mythus lluin the n-pre.-tenl»liun of tliu I'allier.-* lli:tt he 
was an only son. 



I 31. VISIT OF M-Utr TO ELIZAllliTII. 

Thk angel who annonnced to ILiry her own approaebiiig ppcg- 
nancTi at the same time informed her (huke i. 3(i.)of that of her 
relative Elizabeth, with whom it wu.') almuly llie .sixth month. 
Hereupon Maiy immediately sot out on a jouniey to her cou.-tiu, a 
visit which was alleinled by cxlriionlinar)' oceitn-i.'iK,i':« ; for when 
Elizabeth heard the salutation of .Mary, the biilit- IcjiihiI in hi:r womb 
for joy; she also bocnmc inspired, and in herexnluiion [xmii'd fi)rlh 
an address to M.ory as the future mother yf the Jtle^iuli, lo which 
Maty responded by a hymn of prjii^e (Luke i. 39 — 5(5). 



S 



rhc rationalistic interpreter iwlicves it to bo an easy matter to 
;ive a natnrid exphuiation of lliis narrative of the Gospel of Luke, 
le is of opiniont that the unknown individual who excited such 
pecnliar anticlpliona in Sfary. luul at the simn; time ncquaiutoil liCT 
with the similar situation of her cousin Elizabeth. This it wax 
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n-Lich !ini)cUcil 5Iaiy tlw more Utrongly ti> coiifrr on tlw- ^niliji-d wilh 
licr older relaiive. Arrivetl at Iw^r cotuiii'n (InrJIiii};, fiuf timt of ■!] 
made knonn wliat luiil imppcix^J to Iioi^plf; l>iit uihui tlii» tlic nsr- 
rator u eilcnt. not wUliiiig lo n'peal wlint !ic luul j»»t bofun; de- 
scribed. And here llie Itatioiuili»t not only .')ii|i]>om>s the iidilrvjts 
of £lizaI)Ctli lo Iiavo bttni (m-i.X'ilc^ by immc eomnitiiiicalion Trotn 
ibry, bul iniaghi<-H Mary M l\aw reluliil bor hLtlory pi«(xiiivitl, m 
W to allow Kliiubi'lb 10 throw !n t^culmcci during the iHti>r^i<u 
Tiic t>.\i-iletnenl of Kli^snUili — itiit-li U the continuation of tli^e nlio- 
Dolistic cxplaiiaiioii — cominnnu-jiled itaeli, according to iwluml liiii-it, 
to the child, wiio, a:^ ta ustul with nn embryo of six inonllut, riiiule 
a tnovciiicRi, M'hioli wjlm RrM regarded by the mother as ^IgtiiRcanl, 
and A^ (hfi coii.'^'f|iii^iiee f>( llie wilnl«lii>n, atW Slaiy's fartlier cora- 
tniinkiiti'JiLi. Jii.ii aai iiiiiiind diK-n it ii)^iear (o fhe ILalioiutlist that 
ilary shotild have given ulicraiu'e to hfr ?kte!Mianic exjiectationtf, 
«onlirnicd ait ihoy vrvrv by KliKitbcl)i, in a kind of {UBlniodic recila> 
tive, composed of nniiini^ociicc:* borrowed from various parts of the 
Ohl Testament. 

But there is niut^h in thid ex{>lanation which positively contra- 
dicta iho text. In (lie lir.'it jilacp. lliiit Elizabeth should have Icnmoi 
the heavenly message ini|j;irted to Mary from JIarj- heraclf. Tiiero 
is no trace in the narratite either of any coinniunicalion preceding 
EtiKabdh's address, or of iiktcrruptions occasioned by farther cx- 
planalious on the port of Alary. On the contrary, as it is a super- 
natural revelation which acipiaints Slary with the prccnaney of 
Klbtabclh, «o al.io it ij$ to a revelation that Elizabeth's immcoiale 
recognition of Mar)-, an the cho(*en mother of the Mcssiali, is attrib- 
otetL* As little tvill the oilier feature of tliii narrative — lliat the 
cutrdiKC of the mother of tlw Messiah occasioned a resjjonslvc movo- 
mciit in his mother's womb on llie (lart of his foreninner — bear 
a natural cX|>lanation. In modem tinies indeed even orthodox inter- 
prcter.4 lia\e inclined lo this exphuiatioit, but with the moditicatioitt 
liiai Klizaletli in the tir^t place received a revelation, in which how- 
ever tlie cliUd, owing to the molhcr'a excitement, a matter to 1)0 
physiol<^c4lly explained, likewise look part.t Mut tlie record does 
not represent the thing a» if ll»e excitement of the motlicr were the 
dctcnnining cauvc of the movement of the child ; on tlw contrary 
(v. 41.) the emotion of the mother Ibllowa the movement of the 
child, and Kli}»beth*it own account states, tliat it was the valuta- 
lion of Slary (v. 44.), no* indeed from its particular signilicatioHt 
but merely as t!»c voice of the mother of ihe Me^iah, which pro- 
duced ihc movement of the oiibom babe: undeniably assuming some- 
thing supematund. Bat even herein the supmnatmalLstic view of 
iLis miracle is not free from objection, even on its own ground ; 
and hnicc the anxiety of Ihc aljovc mentioned modcrs orthodox 
intcrpKtcrs to evade iL It may be jtossiblc to conceive tlic human 
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r»in<l imim-diat^'Iy at-iwl ujkhi Iiy tlic tliviric mind, to which it is 
rclstcil, bill how solid ihu ililticulty of nn itumcdinlc cutniniinicttion 
of the (livin* mind lo nil miintclligpiit cmhryo ? vVnd if wo intjutro 
ihc olijwl of !w> Ktrau^ II minii-li% none which ia worthy prdisenta 
ilaclf. Should it U? rcfi-ircd tn ihc necessity ihat ihc B.iptiat should 
f«oci*-c the v«rlii:»I jK»witili; ititiniiiti<»n of the work to wliieii ho was 
dcetincc); «lill we kiinw not how nucli an impnr^sion could have 
Lccn ma<l« «[■»» fin ciiihryoi. Hhotild the tnirposc be sujijMiscd to 
ccnlPG ill the other indiviiltinl^ in Mary or Blixnbclh : they liad been 
tlic recipients of far hi;;hcr rvvelutions, snd were CQnsc]ucntly al- 
rcadv* po^tscf&cd of uti ader|uate measure of iiLiight nnd fLtith. 

No t'ewer dilTtmUics oppoRC the mtionalistic than the Aunrana- 
tundisticrxphiniitionof llHMij'nin pronounced by Slnry. l*'or ilioiigli 
it in not, like the Ciniliele of Znchiirias (v. 67.) and iltc addrc^:* uf 
Clijuibcth (v. 41.) introduced by ihc Ibmnita ^TAf/dfljj T»T^/»arof 
dylov the tnu ^licd- tci'lA thu itobj Ghoit, still the sinilUnty of 
ihcdo utIcTancca is so great, thnt the oniisaion cannot he addurvd 
an a pra:>f th:it the niimitor did not intend to represent thi.t, f'qiudtv 
with the other two. «s the operation of tiie T»-*P/ia (.ijiirli). But 
ajKirt from ihc intention of die narrator, can it be thought nntund 
Ihut iM'o friends visiting one another should, even in tlic niiil»t of 
lltG most extraordinary occurrences, bi-cak Ibrth into long hymns, 
and that their conversation should entirely lose the characior of dia- 
logue, the iialur.tl form on such occasion!*? Hy a ftiipi'mntuml influ- 
ence alone could l!ic minds of the two frionil* In- atuined to a slate 
(if elevation, so lowi^ to their every day lifp. But if tndwd Mary's 
liyinn is to be understood as the work i>f the Holy Spirit, it is sur- 
prising that a siieech emanaiiiijf immediately from llie divine source 
of im^piratioii should not be more striking for its on^inntity, bat 
jdioiild I)Cftt> hitcrUrded with remiiii.ii^-nees fn»m ihc Old Testament, 
btirrowod from the .*iing of prai.*c iipoki'ii by the. mother of Samuel 
(1 Sam. ii.) under aitilogoiis circiiinntiini-cs." .\cfor<lingly we mujit 
admit tliiil the gom|iihitit>ii of this hymn, consisting of recollections 
ironi the ^AA Testament, u-ua |iut logi'ther in a natural way: bat 
allowing its roin paction to have Wrn perfectly natunti, it cannot bo 
ascribed to llie nrile-i» Slary, but to him who ptietically wrought out 
the tradition in circuliitiim iv-ijiccfing ihc scene in quealion. 

Since then nv tind nil the priiiri|ial incidents of thi* visit in* 
conceivable iu;curding to the :^u{>cmntural inler|>retation: also that 
they will not lic-ir n niilunil explanation : we arc led to f«ck a mythi- 
cal exposition of this ii» well as the prcccdin" portions of the go^'pcl 
history. Tiii:> path ha* nlixwly been ctiI'I iT iiasi by othi'-rs, 'Iho 
view of this narnitive given by tlic am n. u us E. V. in Kcnke's 
JiliigajsincT i*i 'hat it doe» not pourtray e\-ents as they actuiillj* did 
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Occur, bn) «s they jnigln liavr occorrcd ; tli*t miicli whkh tlic soqu^l 
taught of iIk- dcstinv of tlicir son* vrna cnmc4 back into the epccclica 
of llresc women, wlikh wcrre also rnnchct) hy oilier fwihircs glcanwi 
from tradition; llinl n true fnct lionx-vcr lie:; at the Ixtttom, namely 
an actual vieit of Mary to Elmibctli,K joyous convcrsalion, nnd the 
cxpTCflsion of grntituJc to God ; all wliich mSj^Iit haw liappcnod 
solely in virtuf of the liigli iiniwrtiinec allaclie.<l hy Orientals to the 
joys of mnlrniity, even tliongli tlie two motlicrs had been at tliat 
time ignorant of the dealinution of their children. This author is 
of opinion that Mary, wlicn pondering over at a later period the rc- 
mArkablc life of her son. may often have related tlic h^ppy meeting 
with her cousin and their mutual cxprcssiona of thankfiilncss to 
God, and that thus the Iiistorr gained eurrone)'. llorst also, n-ho 
baa a just eoneeption of ihe liotilious nature of this section in Luke, 
and ably rcfulea ibc natural nioilc of e.xpLtnation, vol himself slides 
Uuawares lialf-ivay back into il. He thinks it not improbable that 
Hary during her pregnancy, which was in many respects a paioiul 
one, should have viaited her older and more experlcn(»d eousm, and 
that Klizabeth sboidd during this visit have felt the first movcmcut 
of her child ; an occurrence wliich as it was aflern-ards rcganlcd as 
ominous, was prewr\-ed by the oral tradition.' 

The^e arc farther examples of the uncritical proceeding wliich 

tirctends to disengage the mythical and poetical from the narrative, 
)y plucking away a (cw twigs and blossoms of that gtoivlh, whikt 
il leavu* llw very root of tlic mythus undisturbed as purely histori- 
caL III our narrative tlie principal mythical feature (ihe remainder 
ti>nn9 only iUt adjuncts) U pn^lacly tliat which the above mentioned 
authors, in their prelcndt-d tnylhii^l explanations, relniti na liLiIori- 
cal: namo.ly the vi;»it of Maiy to the pregnant l''li£at)eth. For, as 
we have already iicen, t)ie main tendency of the firsit chapter of Luke 
U to magnify je«>tt liy coniK'cling the Ilnpli.tt with liim from the 
eailie-tt [Kwnible point in a n*Ulion of iiiferiurily. Now this object 
e^ild not be Wllcr alLtined t)uin by bringing about a meeting, not 
In the lir^t tn.ttanc-c of tlie aons, but of the mothers in n-fercnoe to 
their !*oii«. during their pregnancy, at which meeting some occur- 
rence which should prcliguro the future relative pOHtious of tlic«c 
two men should take pUoe. Now the more apunrciit thv existijnco 
of a dogmatical motive as the origin of tliis visit, the less proba- 
bility is tliere that it had an historical foundatioiu With this prin- 
cipal feature the other details are connc<cted iu (lie following oixler; — 
The visit of the two women must be repn:3cntcd as possible and 
urobablo by (be feature of family relationship between Mary and 
Kliiubcth (v. 36.), which would also give a greater euitabilily to the 
aub.tequcnt connexion of the sons, i'urthcr a visit, so full of im- 

iMirl, made precisely at that time, must Iiave taken place by special 
livinc ap|Kiiiilment; therefore it la an ongol who reters Mary to her 
oou^n. At llie visit lite iiuUwrvicnt position of the Baptist to Jesus 
* U Unii*'* Uiwfum t, *. S. TIU. 
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is to be juarlimibirly RxIiiLilpd : — tliia could have Wen effected t»y 
tliC iraoflipr «-■* hidt'Pil it i.-* in Iit-r addrc-ia to Slarv, biit it were better 
if [Kiscibb- tlial lUf. fiilure HiuJliMl hiiiidoJf .iliouM give a sign, Th« 
mutual rcliitioti of K^uiu and Jacob ha<l been jnxrfigured b^ ibejr 
nlnigglcit aiid position in their molber'a womb, ((ieru xxv. 22. IT.) 
Kal, without too violent an offence against the laws of probability 
<ui ocninouit movement would not be ailribuled to the cluld Pnor to 
that jK-rioJ of iier jiregriniicv at winch the motion qf tfie ta;tiiB is 
felt; hence the iict^-.tAtty that Ktixabeth should be iu the sixth 
month of her [m'-frniinev when ilary, in consequence of the ctimmu- 
iikatioii of the hii^'I, :<et out to vifiit Iier cousin (v. .t(>.). Thus as 
Schleiennaciier remark.t* the wliole arrangement of tiiuea had K&xr- 
cnce to tlie parlicular circumstance llie author desired to contrive^ 
the joyous n'.*i)0"*ive movement of the cliild in bis mother's womb 
at liw ijiomeiit of Man's entrance. 'I'o ihis end only must Mary's 
visit l)t> deiavi^d liU after ihe fifth inoiilh; and the angel hot apjwav 
to he_r lMfi>ri> tlml jii-riod. 

Tims not only dmM tiie vi^it of Mary to KlizabelU with all ibe 
attendant einiim^Iance.t di^iupcar from ihc page of history, but the 
Iiistoi'it-itI \alidity of t!ic further dcljiils — Ihiil John was only half a 
year older than Jwux ; tiiiit the two mothers wcro related ; that an 
intimai'v pulisislcd iK^twocn tbc f.imiliw; — cannot lie affirmed on 
tJiC testiinoiiy of Luke, unsupported by otlwr autliorities: indeed, 
the contmry rather will bu found Eubstnutintcd in tltc course of our 
critical investigations. 



CHAPTER IV. 



BIRTH AXD EABLIEST EVENTS OF THE UFE OF JESUS. 



S 32. THE CEKSLS. 

WiTU reapoct to the birlli of Jesus, Matthew and Luke agree 
in representing it as taking place at IJetliMiem : but whilst the lat- 
ter enters into a niinule (lelail of all llic attendant (urcnmstancca, 
the former nieroly mentions the event as it were inciilentaUy, refci^ 
ring to it once in an agmciKled sentence lu llie ."tt-ipiel to what bad 

fmc before, (i. i5.) aixl again m a. ]iresuppo.-ie<l oeeui'renc& (ii. !•) 
he one Evangelist srems to as.iitiiic that Uelhlchcm was tbo ha- 
bitual residence of the pan-iit*; but according to tlie other tliey are 
led tbitber by vi^y [larlirul.ir cin:um stances. This ])oint of aiffer- 
enoe between tl»e Evangehtts however can only be diucus-ted after 
VviKt dcD Lnkii. S. 33 f. 
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TTO shall have collcelcd more 'lata : wc will tliercfore leave il for the 
present, nn'l turn our nllention lo an error into whieli Luke, wliea 
compairJ with IiiinseJi" aod with dates otherwise ascertained sceiRB 
to have fallen. This ia the statement, that the ccasufi, decreed by 
Angostus at the time when Cjreiiiiis (Quirinua) waa governor of 
Svna, was the ocraaion of (lie joilme.y of the |>areiits of ,Tesu3, 
who tisunlly resided at Kaaiareth, to Bcllileheni wlwre Jcjus waa 
bom (Luke ii, 1. ftl 

Tlic Jiret diffieulty is that the dwo)po^4 (luuncly, the inscription 
of the name and amount of properly in order to faeililale the tax- 
ation) commanded by jViigustua, is extended lo all the icorld rroaav 
Tffv liiKaKiUf^p. This expression, in its rainmoti acceptation a1 tliat 
lime, ivoidd fleiiole tlie •^n/it Jtomantm. Hut an(rient uulhorit men- 
tion no sncJi geiieml cen.-iua decreed liy Awgiu'tus ; (hey sjwiik only 
of the anie»$n)ei)t of single provinces decreed nt differcnt lini«A. 
Consequently, it was said Luke meant lo indicate by t>lKov}iivif 
mereJy ibc hind of Judea, and not the Roman world according to 
its oidinary signiticaiion. Examples wero forllmiih collccled in 
proof of liie fxisailiility of such an inIcr|)retation,* but they in tact 
prove uothiii]^. l'"or sui>poaing it eoulii not be slioim that in all 
these cilntions from the tSeptuagint, Joaeplms, nnd tlic New Teflta- 
mcnt* the expression renlly docs signify, in the extravagant sense 
of these writers, the whole known world : still in tlic instance in 
question where the subject is s decree of the Roman emperor, 'tiaa 
ij t^nm^vn nmst necessarily be understood of the regions whicli ho 
Kovemcd, and therefore of the orbia Jiomaittis. This is iJte reason 
that latterly the opposite side baa been taken up, and it lias been 
tnainlained, npon ilw authority of Havigny, that in the time of Au- 
gustus a census of the whole cni|iire was aclually undertakcn.t This 
IS ^toaitively affirmed by late christian n'rilcn;} but ibc statement 
b rendered stispieimts by tlie absence of all niore ancient testimony;! 
and il is even ci>ntrailictcil by the fact, that for a considerable lapse of 
dme nit equal iiNnaiKinent thn>tigliLiu( llie etu]>ire was not eflected. 
Finally, rite verj' ex[ire«;iinn» of thcte writers show that their tea- 
tbnony re»iM n)ion ihiit vi Luke.[| But. it is said, Augustus at oU 
events alienipted an e<(nal assessment of the empire bymcjuia of an 
univcr:(ul cj-nnu*; and he began lite carrying out his project by an 
asscit.HnienI of itidi\ idual pn>»incc3, but he left the fnrtiier execution 
and oomplctiou lo his Huce]essor9.Y Admit tliat the gospel tenn 
M)y& (fUcrtv) may be inleqireied as a mere design, or, as lloflinann 
thinks, on uitdctcmiincii project expressed in an imi>ertal decree; 

• OUhaiUM. Taiilu*. Kidn£L i TMiitb. S- 191 If. Nrurlor, S. ID. [ Cuiiwler. 
T«i1>nun S, AU. t>l<Iflr. Oti^n.SU. f To nfrr hcrr to tbc Jfivcunus-u .tB^yrasvo. 
whlA (■•■ill WneMda oniMii «f lln ■ Me anpln in Hit ytar vt Koum itli. (Oiiuulrr. 
pi. DO.) U fitat of Uw imUM orrftMnwii. For be nho ciamlun Ibi* iiuctiptlan *IU 
(iBil oualiMi onlr of tlin* M»n«inia>U cbwm nnum Bamammm, wlilch .SiHtcnliu drd^- 
nsln trtktrr /k^hA* atiJ tt wlu.li Pio Cutiui ipcaLi, at Imut etmie oribrin. ■■ i!ira;i|M#4 
Tuv br ry Itaiif narnniMvrwi-. 9tc Idrlcv, ChrunuL t, &. 'SI!*. | In tk luihtinlailn 
(itoiK« in Sul>l» u« 111* sordi ukra (Mm Lake, al-rv i ac^^aft 'yvrt ijtrtn. 
1 Uofnumn, S. »3I. 
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•till Iho tiillUnicnt of tliis ])rojcct in Judi^a nt the time of tlic birtli 
of Jemta was impossibk. 

Matllicw placpa tlic Itirtli of Jeans *!iortly Ix'fore tlic iloalli of 
Ilcrod ibc Great, whom lie wprcsml* (ii. I!),) as 'lying ilwring tliw 
abode of Jmm in Eg_vpt. Lute wiys tlie diime i«<lirocJly, for whptt' 
tipeaJiing of l!ic announcement of tlie liirth of the Itniitisl, lie refers 
it to the (lays of Herod the Great, and he jihiccs the l)irlh of Jcsua 
jtrccisiily ?ix months later; »0 ihnt aewriling to l.ukc. nl.-w), .leaua 
w-aa I<oni, if not, like John, previous to ihf death of IK-iud I., sli-nlly 
after that event. Now. after ihc doath of Heixid tlie roimtrj- of Ju- 
dea fell to his lion AreheUu*, (Mall. ii. 22.) who, after a reign of i 
something h**8 than ten yeaiw, waj* depowil and hHTiished \iy Au- 
gustiiii,* at which lime Jitdt-a was firiit eon.«il iiird a Hainan province, 
and began to 1«' nih-d by Koman fiinetionane.*.t Thus the Konian 
census in question must have been made ('iliicr nnder Herod the 
Great, oral llie eomineneemcnt of the rejgii i)f .\nL'he!aiis. Tins is 
in the high'-^ft degree impridiahh', for in lhi>-*e eountrit^s wliicii (wtrfi 
not reduced in Jormam piwi'icim, but were governed by rfyibus 
sociw, the (axe.-* were Ievi«;d by these prince*, who paid u tribute loy 
the Romani';} and lhi.'« vas the i^lale of tilings in Juden pri<.>r lo ll: 
deposition ipf An^Iiehm-'*. It bn.* been tlic objeet of niueh nrm^arch 
to maki' it a|)[N'Jir [ir<;tiabh^ that .\ng)islu!< decreed a censn:<, as nn 
extraordimirv tin-jLtim\ in I'ldi-.^^Miie under Ili-rod. Attention Ii.ia 
been dirceted to llie eiri'nin.ilani^ that the (iriiviitrban iiiijierii, 
whieh Augu.-<l»i>t left beiiind him, contained lh« linantnKl stale of the 
whole empii'e, and it has been siigre»led that, in order lo asceitaui 
(be fninnclal condition of I'idCHline, be caused a statement lo be pr 
|«ired by Herinl-S Ri'fcrence has been made firwt to (he record ( 
Jtisepbns, that on areonnt of Mome di.'ilurbiinre of the relations 
tween Heri«l and Angusfii!*, the latter threiilcned (ijr (be future 1M 
iniiki! bint feel bi» .tnlnVction ;|] secondly, iilso lo llie oath of idle 
giiinee to ;Vngn»tus which, aecortling to Jo^^ephus, the Jews we 
li>r('<'d lo lake oven during tht- Itft'tinie of Herod. 1 I''rom which it 
is inferred that .'\ngn.tlns, :>ince )ie bud it in com cm plat ion after tho^ 
death of llerud to rejtlriet the power of his sons, was very h'kcly to 
have connnanded a ct^nsus in the hwt years of that prince. " But 

• Joirph. Andq. 17, tX 2, B. J. 3, 7, 3. + AirlTii- 17. IS, .\ IS, I, I. B. j. (,. 
6, 1. t I'liilui. ewg. llnnJIi. I, «, <% 17], WuHT, liilil ll'iilwf>rCrr>>iir:h. ( Tacit.] 
AniuL t, JK ?i4tciuii. Ul-Uv, |0J, HuI if 1(1 iJiLH (liH^tiint'iit oprt ftubUtti ectiUHfb'mtafiT 
fKiHfun cirium (ikwuim^o' in rtrmii; ^rinf f^iMri, rfffna, pmtHcij.lriliiU'i 'lal rcrtigiiiia, 
ri ntt<uital/i nr laiyitivnrt; tht nuinl>n nf trm|ii ind ihe luni vlikli tliv Jcivlib |>riiii>« 
liait Ut tum'itU, Miifihl lmi-i> lirpn i;ii-cii Ttiihout ■ Itomon Ia\ )n:iii^ U'livil in lliuir IniiJ. 
i\ir JujiiTU ill fJitrii,^(i1nF Au£Uniii# tmj btton him Iho luTiH'itUc'nE iiiii»a* iiinili- Irv tjuiri. 
jiuK (I Hh-i, Tijini j;p.w;i'iw( of r^'. #<'^. i'(T *injiu4v W*"' ""■ •l''""l''>- Ai.li<i, 1(1, il. 8, 
But (!»■ ititr>'ri'i>rf nit ■'IJii-icil Ion;: iKYure thi- 4L'ath uC ll<-ri:il. ArI"]. Ii,. 10. ^. ^ .lo. 
Kph. A mil '". S- *■ ^aiTof roi' loii'omoii litpaiuaotTiK ii ifnui; ij pi/v ti'iw,i»oi Kiioopi 
■d/ r«r ilauMu! R,'u^yui<n. Tlinl iliis oaili. Ui frDiii ln'iiii; a luiinill^itjii;; i>i<iii<iri< Cur 
llfFofl, C'lnciiti.'! Hitb hia Inii'rtil, ii pn)V,>il I.* rlu' wai wiih ul.ii-li lie |piinI«Jjr-l llip 
I'barlMa who roTiKul [o ukc !i. ■ ■ 'Ihului'k. '». VJ'J f. Iliii tin tiisumiilon uhich rho 
Awoyptt^ Jirirr IUb (U-JvuiUliurin ut AfvlitluuA urtuAlly mrahionriL^ — a Cart hM*-|i uul*vi-li{h» 
•UllNludi'i lurmiarf — pruviaiila ban InmiUwIlntBainta lutuuncf iliu LJiiil iuJudm. 
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it ecctns more ]>robablc that it took place shorlly nftrr the dcuth of 
Tleroil, from tlic ciTmni.tlancc iliat Ai-chptiiii!? went In Romp (-oncnrD- 
ing ilir niRltcr of succession, and ilial dunng liw ab-tenw, tlie \l<y 
man jirociirntor Sablnua occupied Jcnisalon), and oi»pre3*ed the Jews 
\ty c%Tiy possible mcJins.* 

Tlic Evangcliat relicvca lu from a farther inmiiry into tbis more 
or fcss liUtorinl or arbitrary OMnbinatioR by adding, that ihia tax- 
ing was fiml made wI»cm Oy^^nius (QuiriiinA) wa» governor of Sy- 
ritit trr^owtVMTo^ rf^ itytiufl Kifwjifor; for it is an aulhcntic.itcd point 
tliat tlw assessment of Quirinus did not take place either under IIc- 
nxi orcnrly in the reign of .\rclielau9, tlic period at which, according 
to Luke, Jcsas was born. Qiiirinus vrn^ nut at that time gorcn>oi 
of Syria, a situation held during the last jTars of Ilcrod by Sentius 
Satnminiis. and after bim by Quintilios Vania; and it viAi not till 
long after (he dcilh of Herod ibal Quirinus was appointed go%Tnior 
of Syria. That Quirinus undt-rlook a censns of Jndiui \v« know 
certainly from JcKeejihufit nil"!, ln>wi-vfr, Teiiiarks that be wa* sent 
to exocule Ihin nHMiinro, T^fi 'Ap^f Jrfow x^^a^ fif (Vafuj/ni- Ttrpiyfoi^ri- 
o^TT, or ynwrrAoSf npttartfnfiUofu tF/ Srpwi';t thn« alwiil tni ye«r» 
Jiflfr (he Itnw at irhidi, according to Maltliew an<! I^iike., .}vM^* iinist 
have bc«n liom. 

Yc; coiRmrntBlors Iwtc stippOi;od it possible lo roeoiieile lliis ap- 
(Kiri'nlly iimioniabi'- contradiction between i.ukc and bislory. The 
most (bninllcM cvphnu the whole of the spixmil vin^e as a glo*.*. 
vhtch wna early inooiporalod into ihc text.5 Some cliange the read- 
ing of ibc vcTiW; either of Ihc nmrmn prqprium, by .iuU»rituliiig 
the name of Saluniinus or Quin(ilius,|| at-cortling lo Ific cxanijJe of 
Tcrlullian, who ajwjilied llic census to the farmer :^ or of titc otltcr 
wontit, by raritius ailditions and modiliaitioii5. I'auliLtV alteration 
19 llie njoiil wmple. He reads, iimtcJul of oi'"). av^if, and concludes, 
from llic roafton* stJtie<l aI)o%'c tltat Augustus actually gave orders 
for a censHii during the reign of Herod L, and that the order was 
so far carried out as to ocrai^ion tlie joumcv of Joseph and Mary to 
Bctlilclicm; tut that Auf^ulua being altcrwards conoibatctl, tlic 
measure was aban'toiinl. ntid oi'T^fi d-ro^-pa'pti was only carrie<l into 
cfipcl a considerable time later, by l,}uinnuB. Trifling as ibis allcrw 
alion. nhicli leaves the Icllera uuehangcl, may a|ijK--:ir, in order to 
render it admissible it must be supporlcd by the context. The re- 
verse, Itowevcr, is tbc fact. For if one aontcncc narrafea ■ com- 
mand issued by a prince, and the very next sentence its esctulion, 
il is not probable tliat • space of ten years intcnettcd. Hut chiefly, 
wcordiiig to this view the ICvangeliat iqwafcs. ver»e 1, of the decn:« 
of tlie emperor: verac i, cf the census nuulo ten year» laler; but 
^Trsc S, witliout any remark, again of a joun>cy ]K'ifonncd at the 



* Aiilii|. IT, !>, 3. 10, IK D. j. ?, !■. 'J, till o|>[iraiiai» kamvrr biJ ttttmnn 
■sir t> (■» foKrrww nd lb* InMtw tt llswi. f AnU<| IS, I. I. t IMI. Jud. 3. 8, 
I. », I. Antlq, IT, n,i. I KauOl, Ciunm. to Liir. f 3^ I Wines. ^ Adv. lUo- 
tka. t, 19. 
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time tbc coininxiicl waa issued ; wlitdi, in ii mlional narr.ilito, in itn- 
poseiblc. Opposed to sucli arhilrory VMiijCL'itirc^ mid nluay.i to he 
raiUtcd above ihom, arc lUc ntlviiiiiU lo ttolvc u di(i;<:iiliv \>y legiti- 
mate mctlioda of intcq>rct{)tiun. rnily, hovrcvcr, W take :Tpwr»j in 
tliia connexion for -p'rrzfta, and fiyfS'oMvoeros Ji. not for u gciii- 
tuTJ absolute, bat tor a genitive governed l>y n euiiiiianitive, nntl 
tliU9 to undeitiland an enrolment S^-Jh/'e ibat of Qiiiriiiii^,* ig to do 
vioIcDeo to craiunuitica) construclion ; and to insert «p& i^f after 
ffpwnjt U noleas uncritical. As little ia it lo be ndnnttcd tliat some 
prcliniinaiy nicsasurc, in wbieh Quirinus ft-as not employed, pcrhups 
the already mcnlioned oath of allcginncc, took jdace during tlie lile- 
limc of llei'od, in rcfL'rence to llie census subsequently made by Qui- 
I'inus : and llint (liis pieliminary step and tbc eensus were afCerwari^a 
comprised under tbc same name. In onlcr in some degiec to ac- 
count for fliia appellation, Quirinufl ia said to have been sent into 
Jadca, in Ilerod'a time, as an extraordinary tax-commissioner :t but 
lliia inlerpretation of the word i(>'cp)i'ei>«iTOf ia rcndci-cd inipo^siblc 
by tlic addition of llio word Zvpia^, in combination with wliicli llie 
expression can denote only tlic PittKa Syrm. 

Thus at the time at tvliicli Jp.tuii, accoixiing to Mnttli. ii., 1, and 
Luke i., 5, 3(i. was born, the cuiisua of which Luke ii., 1 f. speaks 
could not have taken jilace; so that it* tlic former atnlemcntn are 
correct, the latter must bo false. Uiit iiuiy not the reverse \ie the 
fiict, and Jesus have bi'cn Iwrn after i!ie baui-iiimeut of Ari-hclaus, 
and at the time of the ccn.iiis of Qnlrinu.-* y Ajjart from the dillieuU 
liea in which this hy|M>thesb» wouhi involve us in relation lo the 
chronology of the ftttnre liti; of Jcsuii, a Koinnn census, subsciiuent 
to the baiitshnient of ArcheJaiis, would not have taken ilio [larents 
of Jesus fi-oni Nanaroth in (.ialilee to [tethle.liem in Jiidoa. For Ju- 
dca only, and wliat olherwiae iH-loiiged to the jwrtiyn of Arclitdaus, 
1>ccame a ICoinnn jirovince and ^ubjectcHl to tin- een:>uK. In Galileo 
Ileiwl Aiilipajt continued to reign aii an allied prince, and none of 
Ilia subjects dwelling at Nazareth could have been uilled to IJelhlc- 
hcm by the census, 'i'he I'^angt^Iist therefore, in order to gwt a 
census, iiniaf have concei^'<,1^ tiic condition of things sucli as they 
were after the dfjMjsitioTi of .\reheliui« ; but in order to get a census 
cstendiuK lo (iufileci he must have imagined the kingdom to have 
continued undivided, ii» in the time of Herod the Great. Thus he 
denla in manifest cuntradictions ; or rather he has an exceedingly 
sorry acquaintance with the i>oliltciil relations of that period ; for he 
extends tlie census not only to the whole of I'aleslmc, but also, 
(which we must not forget,) to the whole Roman world. 

Still ihctc chroiiulogicjil inconfjmities do not exhaust the diffi- 
culties ivhich beset this statement of Luke, liis repixiscntation of 
the manner in which the eeiisiis waa made ia subject to objection. 

*'SlDrr, uiiUK. add. 8, S, 1211 f. SQiikin,!, VfRnlKhta AuUlm, S. 03- Tlwlurk 
&18SC t UicliHlw, Anio. I. <!, Si. Bnd EioL la A N.T. 1. 71. 1 UOulir, Stem drfr 
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In the first place it U Raid. lh<^ laxing look Jos(!i)Ii to IlclIilcliCTii, 
beeatite he rcia of tAir koiax and liruagt. of Itavid, &t& "i» tlvtu ai- 
rtr if tiltiov Koi TOTpiof Aoi'lM, ami Iikcti'L<>c every one info Lis own 
city, tif ?»/»■ iJior rAAif, L e. aoeordiug to llie context, to tlie plucc 
wlicncc Lis fomily JumI originally apning. Now. that every inaivi»)- 
ual slioiil<l be rcgialcrcd in !iLi own city was required in all Jcwisli 
iil^CiiptionB, because among tlio Jcwa (lie organinntioii of fiimilics 
nnd tribes constituted the ven~ basis of ibc state. Tlic Itonumx, on 
Itic coQlmr}', were in the ba^iit of taking ibe eensua at tbc rcfii- 
denecs. nnd at Ihc principal cities in the district.* Ti»cy conformed 
to llic usages of the conquered countries only in so far as they did 
not int«fcrc with their own objects. In tnc present instance it 
would Iiiu-o been directly contrarv to tbeir design, had ihoy removed 
inilividunls — Joseph for csampfe — to a great distance, when; the 
amount of their jnoperty was not known, and their statement con- 
cerning it could not be djccked.t The view of Sehleicnnncher is 
(be more admissible, that the real occasion which took tlic parents 
lo Ik-tlilcltcm WTW a sacerdotal in«-riplion. which the Kvangelinl con- 
founded with thii Ix-Her knount census of Quirinu:^ Itut this oon- 
ces.tion doe» iiol obviate the conlrudiction in this dubioti.i xiatcmeiit 
of Luke. He nllnuit Maiy to tie in^crilMii witii Jii4f|ili, but acconl- 
ing to Jewish aistotn.i iiueriptiomt had nrlatliin lo men only. Ttiu.s 
at all e^'CIltil, it it an iuacnimcy lo n-prc^'nt Mary aa undertaking 
ibo journey, in order lo he inxcribcd with her betrotltcd in hifl own 
cil^'. ih, if willi Panlus wa remove t)ii« inaccuracy by a forced 
construction of the Miilencc, wc can no longer perceive wliat induce-' 
tnent ooold have in.tligatct }ilnr^-, in her parliciilar nitualion, to make 
so long a journey, ii!nc4>, nnh%'<« we ad<ipl liic airy hypothesta of 
OlshauBcn ami others, that .Marv was the heircjitt of property ui Ueth- 
Ichcm, ahe had nothing to <lo there. 

The K\'8ngcli»t, liowvver, kii«w p<Tfccl!y wcJI what she had to 
do there ; namely, lo fullil tlie pmiihi-cy of S[icah (v. I), by giving 
lanh, in the city of David, lo the Sle^uiiab. Now as he set out with 
tbc supposilton tliat the liabitiial al)ode of the parents of Jesus was 
Noxaicln, BO he sought after a lever which should set ihcm in mo- 
tion lownnla Bethlehem, at the time of the birth of Jesus. Far and 
wide nothing presented itself but tbc celebrated eensua; he seized 
it tlic more unlicsitatinglv because the obacurily of his ova view of 
the htslorieal relations ol that time, veiled from him iIk many diiG- 
colties connected with such a combination. If this be (be true his- 
toiT of li)C statement in Luke, wo must agree with K. Ch. L. 
Schmidt when he says, that to attempt to reconcile the statement 
of Luke concerning tbc dnnypoi^ with chronology, would W to do 
the narrator too much honour; he wished to place Mary in IJelh- 
Ichcm, and therefore times and circumslanoca were to accommo«late 
Ihcmsclves to his pleasurcf 

■ l-aulu. H'l^ltiKio. t CnAnir. t In ScbmUr* BlUMbnk flu KriUk und R«». 
pw, 8, I. S- 1». tnr K«iM<. Uhl. nMl. I, S. »0; AmiD««, fMUMan^, I. S. 19«| 
Ccdner, Ijnkiiunti iu d.X. T., I, S, l.Uj D* Waua^ uacH. UaaAwcb. 
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Tlius «*c hiivc licrc ntilljcr a fixed point for the date of flic Urth 
of JcsuB, nor an t.*xpliinution of the occasion which led to liis boing 
born procisfly si Bclhlclirm. It' then — it msiy justly he said — no 
Other rcHson why Jcbqa should huvc been boni at BcthU-hetu can bo 
adduced thnn thiit given hy Luke, wc have absoluti^ly no guarantee 
that Bethlehem was his birlli-phicc. 



S 33. IMKTICI.LAE aKCUllSTAXfKS OF THE mifTU OP JESl« — TUB 

tlECt'StClSlU.N. 

TitK hm'nt of the narrative, the. arrival of Juctejih aitd Mary as 
Btrnnp'r* iti Hiuhh-hfiin on account of llie cen.tii.*, being onee ehiwen 
by Luke, tiie ftirili(-r dclaiU are concti-slently built n[)on it. lu con- 
leqnenec of titc influx of sti-angeriK brought to itethlehcm by the 
OCrmu!<. there i.4 no room for the rraveller^ in the inn, and they are 
coni|ii-lleiI to ]>nt up with the accommodation uf a .<lablc where alary 
i» forihwilh delivered of her lirst-boni. Hut the child, who hijoii 
»iTlh conie.t inio being in »o humble an aliiHle, im highly regaiflctt in 
heaven. A eelcalial tneii^onger announce.* the birlh of the Mesainh, 
to dlipjihciil* who are guarding their floelw in the fields bv night, 
and din.-!el;i ihcni to the child in the manger. A eJioir of Iho heav- 
enly ho:<t niiij'Jng Ityinn.'t of prai.io next ap|>ears to tlicm, after which 
they Aeek and find the child. (Luke ii. t> — 30.) 

The a|ii>eryi)hal go.i)n'la and llie Iraditlonit of the Falhers atill 
fiirlli<^r embeUished ihc biilh of Jc.tus. According to the /'rot- 
evanffetium Jacobi* .loiieiih conducts Mary on an a*.* to Uclldeheoi 
lo bo taxetL As ihey apj)roacli the eity bIib begins to make now 
mounifiil, now joyous gcilurcs, and upon inquiry cxplainx tliat — 
(a^ once in Kebecca'-t womb the two ho.'^lile niiliona stnigglcd, Cien. 
XXV. 23) — .^he ecca two [icople before her, the one weeping, the 
OlhiT hnighing: i. e. according lo one explanation, the two portions 
wf ].-<nii-l, ii> one of whom tho advent of Jf-iu.* inat set (Ijuke iL 34) 
elf ifTimv, j'lir t/ie J'atl, to t!ie othf.r ek aeddTooiv, j'or i/ie ritm^ 
atfain. According to another inlerju-elallon, the two jHKtple were 
the Jews who should n'ject Je^uis and tlie heathens who should ao- 
eept hini.t Soon, however, tvhiUt still without the city — as appears 
from the context and liie readiug of several MSS — Mary is seized 
with the [uiins of child-bearing, and Joseph brings her into a ea\-e 
Hituatcd by the road side, wlit:i-e veile^l by a cloud of light, nil na- 
ture pausing in ctdehralion of the event, she brings hei' child into 
the world, and after her delivery is found, by women railed to her 
iuuitstaiice, still a virgin.J The logt^nd of the birlh of Jesus in a 
cave was known to JustinS and to <.>rigeii,|| who, in order to tccoo- 
c'ilc il with Ihc account in Luke that ho was laid in a manger, sup- 
pom a manger siluaU-d within the cave. Many modem commeniatora 

• Clup. 17. Campuro IIIiIoiIb At ujllv. Uariac ct it ln(»M\» Stirvnlatif, r, 13. 
t Fal>ri(ti>i>, in) CwlfX AputTj'|ili. N. T. I, S. |0t>. nub y. t Ambroilui anJ Jrrvinc Sue 

(HwelotK. 0. 1. S.&1t<. { l>'>'' <"- tryiili. Ta. g C. OI>. I, fi|. 
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agiee wilh Uicjn ;• n-liiUt olhcra prefer lo coneidcr lite cave iliclfu 
^riTj, in tlie sense of foddcring-BtalLl For ll» Wrth of Jc»u» in a 
ci«v«, Ju$titi nppOiila to tlic prophecy in Isaiah xxviii. Iti : oitoc (ihe 
righlcous) oiicijofi iv vtirr/XCr otij^jiiV Trfrpa^ '"Al^pnf. In like tiiaiiiicr, 
for the EtBtement that on the lUird day tlic child Jcsu9, wlicn broi^Iit 
from the cave into the stable, was worshipped by ibe oxen aiid the 
usees, the Ilistoria de UTatisitiae JiariaeX &c. refers to T»niah i. 3: 
cognovit bos po»seaaorem suum. et asinua praaepe domini suL In 
several apoeiyplias, between tlio Magi and the women who »smM at 
the birth, llie sheplicnls are forgotten; but ihey are titeiitii^ied in 
the Etying<lium uijiiiiiiiie araiicuin^i wlierc il saya, that wjw-ii th<^y 
airii'ed at the cave, and liad kindled a fire of icJMcing, tim lieavenly 
host Appeared to tliein. 

If n'c take the cimiiiif<t»nc<^ attending tlie liirtli of Jvstus, nar* 
rated by Luke, in a jin])raiiattiniliKlic seni>c, many diflieult!«< occur. 
I'irat, it may rfn:i>i'in:ibiy be .-iske<!, to witat t-Tid tlu^ an;^rlie HMnr>- 
lion? TIm! mo^t obvloii.t »ii:cn'er ii(, to make known thr himi uf 
JcMi.i; but eu> liille diil il ni.ikc. il known that, in tlie iH-ightiouring 
city of Jerusalem, it is tlie Mugi who give ttie firnt inforuiatiou ot 
the new-bom kii^^ of the Jen-i>; and in the future hUtory of JeaoSt 
no trace c£ any auch ooeiirtfJiiu- at UU biilli ia to be found. Conae- 
quenlly, tlie object of tliat ejctraonlinary jJienonienon waa not to 
^ve a wid<;-tiprcadtiig intimation of tlie fact; for if .10, Hod failed 
in h'ts objei^t. Mmit wo liii-n ugroc nitli Schleierniaeher, that tlio 
aim wad limilid to an inimo'liHiu 0[n.'i7ilion upon the Ahepticrda? 
'rhcii we mu^t also jop^ioiic with him, tlut the sihepJienh), e(|ually 
wilh Simeon, wen; fiUi^ wilh M«dianic exi>celali«ns, and that (lOil 
(losigiK'd by this a[^iariliou to rcwanl and eontinn thi-ir piou.* belief. 
TIm; narrative however aaya notliing of this bwivenly frame of mind, 
neither iloc* it n)cntion any abiding itTwta prwhiwii ui>"n tln-ja: men. 
.Vw.'ording to the whole tenor of lijc rvprcseiitalion, lite apjxtritJOR 
liectiu to have had tefcrejicc, not to tltc sliephiml*, but exclusively 
lo the glorilictition and the prochiiming of tlie birth of Jesua, ae too 
Hcsflinh. But aa before obscrvdl, tne latter aim waa not aecom- 
plislied, and ilic former, by itself, like every mere empty display, is 

object unworthy of God. So that tlii.i ciaunistiincc in ilwlf 



an 



presents no incomiideraMe ubstacU; lo the aupmnalnraliatie eonceptioo 
of tlte lii«tor\'. 1 f, to tlic alio^t; eonaideiations, wc add those already 
staled which oppose the bvltef in npjKiritionA antl the c\istcncc of 
■ikgcU in getiend, it is easy to umlenstaiid tliat willt nrftjtect to this 
nnrrntive also refuge has Ihxii s<^>»glit in a natural explanation. 

Tlic results of ihc tirst attempts at a natural cxpbination weto 
certainly suflicienll^- rude. Thus Eek n-gnnhil the ai^ «* « n»ca- 
scngcr from Ucth]c(fem, who carried a light wiiieli eau|^t ibo eye of 
tlic shepherds, and the soi^ of tlie liearcnly ho»( ait the merry tones rf 
a patty accompanying tlie messenger.!! Paulus Itas woven togetbar 

*tI«^^).llI>lu,■l,^Aulll^ tPmiu- ;Clu|>.1l. {Clup.(inTULi,}>.C:>. llaMiiMn 
Vcnucii dbcf Jio WmidtrxtKli, do K.T. Sm U>l-la^KiKM« ihiai.Jtun., T, S.4I1. 
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a more reflncil and matter of Gud pxpbuiation. Mniy, who Imd met 
with a l)o■luiI^tbIc ivci^plion in a Iinnbcmiins fitinily, tmd who iraa 
natumlly mtcil wiUi tlio ho^ie ofjriviiifr Inrth to UkC Mc^ssialt, told 
her oxpooiatlonii to the nicinbcm of thU fiunily; towhomasinhabi- 
tant.^ of n Kiiy of David Ihc coinmunicalion coulil not )iavc be«n 
indilfi'rciit. 'rhr^ slicpbcnLt liimcfiwc on precriving:, whibt in the 
fieldii hy niphu a luniinous appenranot^ in tlic air, — « pli-^uonicnon 
wliicii li-jivt-llfn* nay is not lintxitunion in liuwic re-^ons — ihry inler- 
ptvi it n.t n dtvino intinialion llui tin- rttrangfr in (iK-ir foddcoing-stall 
U dcJivcivil of l!ie iilc»Mali: aitd a.s Uic n»>;U>(iric li^ht extendi and 
move* to and fro, they take it fur a <!!ioir of angrrU clLiutiling liymus 
of praiw;. Ilclnrning linine ihoy tiiid llu-ir nnticipilions ciHitirmcd 
Ly iJtC t^'Onf, and tiiat which at lir.il thi-y nicR-ly fonjcctiipi-fl to be 
the scnw an<l interpretation of t!i« phenoimtion, then' now, uf^cr the 
tnantWT wf th;; t^t, represent as wonU acIiiiUly spoken.* 

TItut expUitali»n retilii altogcllivi- on the; assuniplioi:, tlint ibc 
xhopiiiMxU ttcre previoiiiily ac<|iuiinted wilii Mary's expectation that 
she jhouM ^vc birth to the Mc.'t^i^i. iloiv othvnvist; shouM ihcy 
liavc iM-en h.-d to oonsiilCT the jtigii a.i r<-ferring jjarticnlnrly to the 
birtli of iho Mci'.''iah in their niuiigei? Vet thin rcry a^Miniption ia 
the most t!ir«;t contradiction of llie gospel account. For, in the 
first place, the I'JiaiigeU.il evidejilly dops wot wjtjiosi; tlw miingrr to 
belong to the jtliephenU: ainec after be luu' riamitml the delivery of 
Mary in the niaufsr, hp then goes on to s[tcak of tlio phi^jilieHa as 
u new and distinct jiiihject, not nt all contn,-cted with the manger. 
His words sre: und theiv were in (Af. »tiiif country ehi'^pkenU, *<>! 
troi,ue»'(f iioav iv T^j a;wpa i>y avr^. If this exphmntion were comet 
Ik would, al idl events, liave saitl, Ihc efteph^nls t&e. ol iH imftipe^ 
« T, A, ; beatdes he would not have Ixjcn wholly silent rcsj^ecting 
Ihc comings and goingi of these shepherds during the day, ana 
iheir deparlixre lo guanl the flocit at the approach of night. Hut, 
grant ihcM? presupposed cireuin stances, is it consistent in Paulus lo 
represent Man-, at tirat so reserved concerning her pregnancy as to 
conceal it even from Joscpli, and then so communicative that, juat 
arrived atnong strangers, she parades the whole history of Iwr ox- 
pcctatioiiJi ? A^in the HOqucl of the nan-ative contradicls the as- 
amnplion that the shephcnU were informed of the matter by Maiy 
Itenwif, before her delivery. For, aecoi-ding to the gospel Iiiglory, 
the nhephertl-i receive the first intelligence of the bivih of tlic &.iv- 
iour eiiiT^p from the angel who api>cara to them, and who tells them, 
ast a sign of the truth of his communication, that ihey shall tind the 
bahii lying in a manger. 1 [ad they already heard from Mary of the 
ai>pro>ieliiiig birth of the Messiah, the meteoric appearance would 
liavc been a coulirmalion to them of Clary's words, and not the 
finding of the child a (jroof of the truth of the apparttioiu Finally, 
may we so far conlide in the invcsligationa already made as to 

* Excg. tlundti. S. ItW If- A* Pnnlu •upjioo'* ait iiiunial ojinir*! (ilivnainenou mi 
UaUhiLl Iiiuiglacs > mmul visivn of angvli. SvnopM dur viv KTaii)f>linii, S. 3. 
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ifiquirc, n-Ii«nM>, if nciltier a niiractilou.t tinncmncirmmt nor > snpor- 
luluntl oonceiitioii nclually occurreil, coulil Mary lutvi^ derivf J tlie 
conlidciit iiuticiftalion that eim itUoiilil givi; birlli lo tiie ?ili-.'i»iali ? 

In o)i|Hwitioii to thia natunU cx{iljtTixlioi), tio lull of (lilticuliics 
on ci'Cr^ side, linucr announced hi.t adoption of llic inytliicul view;* 
in fact, liowvvt-r, tie did not advoiiDC otve strp lioyon(I Ihc intcrpre- 
lation of the Rationxlista, Init actually rcpcalvd FaaliLiV cx|K>i>ition 
point for jiouit. To this mixed inytltii-al explanation Oablor juaily 
objected (hat ii. cr^ually with tlie natural iiilcrprclalion, niulliplic^ 
iniprobnlnlirics : by tbo Adoption of tlic pure, dogmalic mytnns. 
every tiling appears siinpler; thereby, at tbe nanie time, greater 
lianiiony ia introduced into the early ehriatian history, all the pre- 
ceding uarrativCA of which ought equally to be interpietext as pure 
mjtlii.t <JabIer, accordingly, explained the narrative aa the pro- 
duct of the idoa^ of the age, which demanded the assistance of an- 
gola at the birth of llie Messiah. Now had it been known that Slary 
was delivered in a dwelling belonging to shephcixt. it would also 
have been concluded that angcU must have brought the tidings to 
tbcae good sliepberda that the jMcesiah wma bom in ihcir tnnngcr; 
and the angeUi who ccaac not praising God, must hare mns n 
hymn of pniac OQ the occasion. Gabler thinks it impossibtc, tnlkt 
a Jewish christian who should have known Eonic of tl»e dita of the 
birth of .Jesus, could have thought of it ollicm'iK ttuii) a:t here 
depict ('(L J 

This explanation of Gabler thovrs, in a remarkable mamicr, how 
difficult it ia entirely to extricate oneself from the natnral explana- 
tion, and to rise completely to the mj-tliicnl ; for whiUt this theo- 
loeian believes he treads on pure mythical ground, he still stnixls 
wilh one foot upon that of the natural interaretation. lie selects 
from the aceount of Luke one incident aa historical wliich, by ila 
connexion with otlicr unbistorical statcmcnia and it« oonfomiity to 
the spirit of the primitive christian legend, ia proved to be merely 
mythical : namely, tlint Jesus was reaJ^ boni lu n sheDlurd'a dwell- 
ing, lie also borrows an amiinption trom tlie natural explanation, 
whjcb tlic mythical needs not to obtrude on the text: tliat the 
fhi-phenls to whom it is alleged llw aiigeU awieared, wcfo tbe pos- 
KctMom of the manger in which Hary waa delivered. Tlic firat di>- 
tail, u[K>n which ilic M^eond ia built, belongs to the same maehinery 
by whicli Luke, with tltc help of the ceautasi, transported the parents 
of JctoA from Nazareth to Iteiideliero. Now wc know what is tbe 
fact nsspeclirij; the census; it enmibles away hievitaUy before cri- 
ticism, and ivilli it the (httum built entirely u]><>n il^ itiat Jesus was 
boni in a niang<^r. For had tii>t the parent* of Jcs oa been stranger^ 
and Ium] tltey not come lo Bv^thlclicm ui company witli so Urge a 
coocounse of ttraiigcn aa the ooisua might have occasioned, the 

• IIcIitUmIw Itfthdlfiglr, 3. Thl. S. 333 K f Rnvn«lan vn ttsutrV hrW. Itnte- 
l^io ia G«U<t'> Jemnul tkt auerUHw UmoI. Utonov, Z, I, S. iS t. 1 NniotM ihMl 
ioanul, T, K. 413 f. 
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cause wliich obliged JIary to accqit a stable for her \)\iux of ilclivoiy 
would DO longer have cxistwl- hat, on tlic other Iiaml. fhi; incident, 
that Jesus woe bom in n t;hiblc and Hiiliil<.'d in the lir»t instance by 
filicphenU. is so comnlctt-ly in aceordance with the ry'ml o( tlic ui- 
cient legend, that it >a crident the narrative may itnvo- Iwvn fierived 
purely trom this source. Theopliylaut, in hi* time, [iLiinti-d ont its 
true character, when he says: the angels did not nt>])en.r to the 
scribes and phariseea of JeruHalt'in who were full of all malice, bat 
to the sticphcrfls, in the fields, on a(M:ount of ihi-ir sirnplicily and 
innocence, and because they by tJieir mode of life were the sueco- 
eon of the patriarchs.' It was in the field by the flocks that Sloses 
was visited by a heavenly apparition (Exod. iii. 1 ff,); and Go<l look 
I>avid, the forefiiliier of the Messiali, from his s!ieepfold« {at Bcth- 
lelioni), to lie the siieplienl of his [leople, Peulm Ixxviii. 70. {comp. 
1 Sam. xvi. 11.). The mythi of ihc ancient world more genendfy 
ascribed divine apparitions to counlrj-nu-n t and shepherds; J the 
sons of the gods, and of great men were frequently brouglit np 
nniong shepherds.^ In the same spirit of the nncient le^'ud is the 
apocryphal invcniion that Jesus was bom in a cave, and we arc at 
once wmindcd of the eavc of Jupiter and of the olhcr gods; even 
though the niisundei-slood p.tsjiaec of Isaiah xxxiii. IQ. luuy liave 
been the imnicdiatc occ^isioa of tnia incidcnt.|| Moreover the night, 
in which the scene is laid, — (unleaa one refers here to the rabbinical 
rcprcsen tat ions, according lo which, the deliverance by means of tbo 
itessiah, hkc the deliverance ft'oni Kgypt, should take place by 
night, ^) — fonua the obscure background against whici) the niani- 
fealdi fflor^ of (M h/rd ahonc so much the more brilliantly, which, 
lu it is said to have glorified the birth of Mosca," could not have 
been absent from that of the Mcsaiali, his exalted antitype. 

The mythical interpretation of this section of the gospel history 
has found an opponent in Schleicmuichcr.tt Ho tbiiika it improb- 
able that this coniiacnccment of the second chapter of Luke is a 
continuation of the first, wrilteti by the siiimc autliur; bee.iusc tiio fre- 
quent opportunities of introducing lyrical elfusions — .is for example, 
when the shephcrda relumed glortlying and praising Goil, v. 20— 
ore not taken advantage of vi» in tlio fir^t cluiptor: and here in- 
deed we can in some measure aj^ee with liini. IJut when he adds 
that a decidedly pociii^d character cannot bo aacrilicd to this narra- 
livc, since a poelieal tonipositiou would of necessity hiive coriLiincd 
more of the I^Tical, this only proven IJiat Scideiexniache.r lias not 

i'ustly apprehended the notion of that kind of poeliy of vvhicli ho 
icre treats, namely, the poetry of the tnythua. In a word, myth- 
ical poetry is objective: the jiocticiil exists in tlie Rubslancc of 

• Id r.oc. 1. is Suiwr 2, p, T8!H t Servim ad Vir;;. EcL 10, 80. J Lllmo rrro- 
Kymii. |i. 1.1S. in WcMl^iii. & liC. } Tliiu (>'iiii. tsa llurwl, 1. I ID IT. Itomulu*, we 
1-ivj-, 1, \. \ Tliilo, Oodoi. -Vpouf. N. T. I, S. BSS, 11..L ^ Vid. Sth.iKg.-n, t, .S. .".31. 
** SqI4^ I, 46 : Saftienlf* no^tri ptrhihfAl, fim kumm iHiiir^itttin MttrU tolum dnritvm 
rrpl/tam/uiMir- lact (Wtuttltt). ff I'obcr den Luku, S, S3 t With wIidhi Nmii-Ioi 
•ad olien »uw <|[iv«l— I.. 4. Cii., S. 31 f. 
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lh« mtirative, iml may fltrrcfbro appear in iho plainest Torin, free 
from nil (he sdommviils of lyrical cfnisions; wliicli latior ai« n)tli«r 
Only tliu subwxtucnt luMitions of n tuorc intelligent .iiid arlilicially 
fJai>oml<-cl ;!rul)j«cti\'C poctry.* Undoubtedly tliia section seenjs to 
tiavc beeii iweservcd to lu more nearly in its ori^nal [cginxUiry 
fonn, wliiliit tlm narrDlires of llic lirst cliaplcr in Luko liear rather 
the siitinp of Iiarttig been re^wrought by sodig poetical imlividual; 
but historical tnilli in not on that account to be Bought Iicro any 
more ihaii there- Consequently tlie obligation vrhioli SclilficTmacbCT 
further im[)0»etiii)(on hiiusi-if, lotracCoiittlM: source of litis narrative 
m llio gcwjifil of l-uki?, can only be n-ganlcd as an cxcrv-ise of inge- 
nuity, lie n-l'n.-wit to recognize that source in Miuy, though a ref- 
erence io licr niigiit have btwn fuuntl in the ob»cr^-Btio^, v. 19, aAe 
iept alt Ou»i mi/ittfft in her hrnrt; wherein initcoil he is the more 
right, ftinee (liat otmervation (• &ct to nliich Si-hlciennachcr does 
not advert) tx mi-n-Iy a pliruse Iwrroweil from tlit- hielory of Jacob 
and hL* son Jixwjili.t For im llie iiamitlve in Guii-sis rvlatcj of 
Jaoob, thft fiillu-r of Jo»rpIi, tiiat child of miracle, that, wlirn tins 
latter toM his »ignit!(rant drc-jun.s >utd his I>rclhren <-nrted him, h{« 
father (Aaeraeathe saying: so tlie narrative in I^ke, both here 
ftnd at verso CI, relates of Slary, tliat she, wbibi others gave nl- 
Icraneo aloud to their admiration at the exlraarOinaiy occurTcnees 
which happened to ber diild, kept alt thcte things and pondtred 
Hum in her hfart. Hut the above luuned theologian poiiila out 
the sbepbenb iimtcad of Slary as the source of our narrative, alleg- 
ing that all the dctaibt are given, not from JIary'a j>ouil of view, 
but from that of the atiepheros. More truly however is tlie point of 
view that of tlie legi^nd which sujx-.raedes both. If Sclileicrniadier 
tindji it impoHsible Io beiieve that this narrative la an air bubble 
oonglonicnled out oi nothing; lie niuat include under the word noth~ 
ing the Jewish and early clirialian iJeaa — concerning Bciblcftcni, 
as the noocaaarr birthplaoe of the Slcssiah; concerning the condition 
of the sbcpheiu, as being peculiarly lsvoun:d by communicationa 
from heaven; concerning angels, as the intcrmodiale agentH in sudi 
communications — notions, ivc on our side cannot [K>».4il>ly hold in 
ao little estimation, but wo find it eiwy to coivcoive tliat sonictliing 
similar to our narrative might Iwve fwnnod itself out of tlteui. Fi- 
nally, when he liuds an Rdventitiotu or dc*ixned invention iuipossihle, 
boeau8« the Uhristians of tliat district m^it easily have uvjuirod of 
Mary or of the disciples concerning tlic truth of ibc mailer: he 
speaks loo nearly the hinguagc of Uie ancient apologists, and pn»> 



• Cvmf. 1)« Wt4u, KtlUk dtt maultcfan GmcIikIih, ■. ] 10 ; Cntu^ M} iluu n. 
fGoLuxTlL ll(LXX): Lob S. IS C 

(Ml, kont. 1, sea. rt, mp^iiXmiim fr ly BipA^ oirpc- *. &i i 
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anpposes the uLJqaily of tlicsc persona,* already alluded to in iha 
Intrwluctiofi, who however could not possibly ha\-c boen in all 
pUcca rcclifving the tendency lo ftmn cliriatinn Icgonda, wherever 
It mani tested itsclC 

Tiic iiolicc of ilic circtimciaion of Jesus (Luke ii, 21.), evidently 
proceeds Irom a narrator who had no real advice of the fact, but 
who aasuuicd aa a certainty that, according to Jewish custom, tlio 
ocxcmony took place on the eighth day, and who was desirous of 
commemorating this important event in the life of an laraelitish 
boy :t in like inannci- as Paul (PliiL iii. 5.) records his circuincmion 
on the cighlh day. The contrast however hotwecn the fnlliiess of 
detail willi which this point is elaborated and coloured in the life of 
the llapii.it, and tlie baiTennesa and brevity with wlijcli it U .siat<.Nl 
in reference to Je^iua, la sinking, and may justify an a^i-ccinciit 
with the remark of SchleiemiacKer, that here, at leaat the aiilhor of 
the fimt dmptrr is no loTiger llic originator. Such being the stale 
of the catiCi this statement furiiisiies nothing for our oliject. wliich 
we might not iilreiuly hiivo known: only we liave till now hud no 
op]wi1uiiity of olwerving, ilistiiictly, that the pretentcd ap[>ointmeiit 
of the name of Jenus hd'oi* his birtli likemi.<e beloiiff* merely to the 
mythical 6n»s of the narrnlivc. When it is it»id Ait name uas 
called Jisus, v/tic/i tctw *£» named of the art^el biifore he \oa* con- 
ceivfd in the \p\yinb, the imiiortiint-e Kttueliud to lh<> cireuniflancc is 
ft elair i^ign, that n doginatie infi-rcift lies at the bottom of this feat- 
ure in the namitivc; which interest can lie no Ollivr than that 
which gave ri«e to llie stnteincnt — in the Old IVwlamcnt con«Tning 
an Isone and I^limncl, and in the New Testament concerning a John — 
that the names of these children were, respectively, rc\'cidcd to 
their piin-nts prior to their birth, and on account of which interest 
ihe lal'bins in particular, expected that the same thing should occur 
in irintion lo (he name of the Mcj-sinh.} Without donbl tlicrc were 
likewise Other fcr more natui'al reasons which induced the psirctit^ 
of Jesaa to give him this name ('b^ an abbreviation of 'svs^ h Kvpiof 
fwnjp^j) a name which was very common among his counti^'men; 
tmt bocaii.-<e iliL-t natnc agi-ecd in a remarkable manner with tlie path 
of life r'nlifcunciitly diosen by him as Messiali and Twrj/p. it was 
not tlmii^'Iil ims.iilili; that ihi.t coincidence could have l>ocn itcci'k-ntal. 
Ileiilde.^ it iii^rnu-d mure up|)r»priatc tliat the name of the Alesi^iali 
should have Ihk'ii di;tcrmine(l liy divine command than by human 
arbitration, and consctpicntly the a[iiKiinlincnt of the name was as- 
cribed to ttic same angel who had announced tlic conception of 
Jcsua. 



* Sm Inirwluciiun. f I^rhapt a* > prHautliiiiiry mconm la olivute aliJecUou on 
tlwparcarthr- Jcv«. (Ammon. PwlMI'luns 1, S. SIT.) f ilrlir It. laiwr. 33: &rx 
ianuaat hopbim Jirta «hiI. axir-piam ii4ii»rr>>riip .- haari ttmpi; hiiuulU, \lotti, Sata- 
■toiib, Jifia H namrn rtgit M'uiVr. n^ri'Mlilib nliliii. twU 1, foL ^1. 3. — (StbAlljirn, ho- 
titt If, f. 4!IG,) : S'X rm [jnTVunnruiil rrt'alj'tiii'in iiiiiiull : iimiHldin PX illU cri'jtld, hunt, 
iiotiifHi 1«x rt ihnintu filuti* : >Iii< ■H<rnilcrtjnl in cvifiiatiiHirai (DviJ ut cnannlur, ni> 
niram Pstrlordiie, Imtl. Kinplvm, «t nomcn Hvnin, 
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$$4. TirK U.1U1 AND TIIUIK SfStt — ^TIIE KIJKIIT INTO GCm* AN'U 

TUK Ut'CUCU OP TUC ailUlEKN IV tllrTllLLIIKU — (.'ItlTICISU OP TUH 

StTBAXATUBALIifnC VIEW. 

Iw the Gonpel of Mattliow ako we ta^-e a narmtive of the Mes- 
siah's entraRCC iiiio the world ; it differs coimidprably in <1<-Iail Irom 
that of Luke, ^vliich we have just exHniinod, bat in ihc former fxti 
of the two accounts llicro ia a general similaritj (Matt. iL 1 ff.). 
The ol>ipct of both uarrattvcs U to describe the solemo inlroilaclion 
of Ihc JIoAsianic infant, tltc heralding of Uia birth undertaken by 
heaven itseK and liis lirsl reception among men.* In holh, atlm- 
tion ia called to tlie new-bom JleAstab by a cddfltial phenomenon; 
according to LultA, it U an angeJ clothed in brightncsa, according to 
Matthew, it is a star. As the npjiaritiona are difiewiit. so acrordiiig- 
\y are tlie ret-ij)ieiita; ihe anj^'l jiddn-.'se-* simple shephcrdj; Ihc 
alar ia discovered b^ eastern magi, who ute able to interpret for thcin- 
Belt'Gs the voiceleas tt^. Ikith iiartic* arc diiectod (o Uclhlelicm; 
ibc shepherds by the words of Ibe angel, the nmgi by the instmclions 
they obtain in Jd-UAaleni ; and both do homage to the infant; the 
poor shepherds by singing hymna of jiraise, the magi by costly [xrcs* 
Oilta fiom tlK'ir native country. But fiom this point tlic two mir> 
ratires b^in to diverge widely. In Luke all proeeeda happily; 
ihc she]>henb return with gladnesa in their hearU, the child expo 
ricncca no molestation, he is pivscnted in the temple on the appoint- 
od day. thrires and grows up in tranquilhty. In 3Iattl>cw, on the 
contrary, affairs take a tragical turn. TIic inquirj- of the viisv men 
in ilcrusalcm concerning the new-born King of the .Jews, is the oo 
casion of a munlerous decree on the part ol Ilerod against liie cliil- 
dnin of Bclldchcm, a danger from which the infant Jesua ia rescued 
only by a sudden flight into I'lcypt, whence he and hia parents do 
not return to the Holy Land tilTaficr the death of lIcrocL 

Thus wc have here a double prochtmation of the Messianic child: 
we might, however, suppose tliat the one by tlic niigel, in Lake;, 
would announce the birth of tlic Itlessiah to the iinniciltale tie^h- 
bourhood ; tho other, by means of the star, to distant lauds. But 
as according to Matthew, the birth of Jesus Iwcauie known at Je- 
Tusalen), wliicli was in the immediate vicinity, by nieaiis of tite alar; 
if this representation l>c liii^torical, tluit of Luke, according to whidi 
till; slirplterds were the lirst to spread abroad with praises to (.Sod 
(v. 17, '20.), thai which had been coinmunkstcd lo tlnen as glad 
tidings for all people (v. 10.), cannot possibly be cottccI. So, on 
the other hand, if it be tracliuil tlic Inrth of Jcsos n-aifmadc knon'ii 
in the neighbourhood of Bclldelicm as Luke staler, by an aiij^elic 
commtmication to the sheplierds, Matthew must be in error wlien 
lie reptrsenls the tirst intelligence of the event as »ub*e(iucntly 
brouglit to Jerusalem (which ia only from two to tliree hours distant 
from Bethlehem) by the magi. Hut as we itavc rccognixcd many 
iudicatioQs of the unhtstoricai ciLaraclcr of the annoimcentcnt bjr llw 
^Cwap. SchnccksaLuretr, Obcrdeti CnprMgdM mmcb luiNraUdMi EnMpK^u^ bC9 ff. 
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shopherds giv<.'ii in I.ukc (lie ground U Ic^ clciir for llint of Mattlicw, 
vrhicli must be jiidgwl of accordin" to its inherent crcdibilii^-, 

Oiir namitivc comniciicea as if it were an admitted f.iet, that 
■alrologera poisscsacd tlic power of rocogiiizing a star annoiineiiig 
the birlli of tlic Messiah. That eastern magi should liavc know- 
ledge of a King of the .Jews to n-honi they owed religioiia lionuge 
niisht indeed excite our surprise; but contenling ourselves here 
witli renini-king, tlml seventy years later nn exiJCCtation did [trcvail 
in rho cast that a ruler of the world would arise from among the 
Jewish people,* we pass on to a yet more weighty dilVieiilty. Ac- 
cording to this iianitlivo it appears, that aslroTogj' is right when it 
baataia that the birih of great men and important revolutions in 
banuin aifairs &rc indte:tted by atitral phenomena ; an o|iInion long 
ninoc consigned to the region of superstition. Il i* thcrel'mw lo be 
explained, Tioiv this deeejitivc science could in thi« aolJIary in.ttance 
iirove true, thougli in no other case are its infereniieii to be relied on. 
rh« most obvious explanation, from the orthodox point of view, \s 
sii iipiK-al to the superiintural intervention of Ood; who, in this 
|uirlii:ular iiistunoe, in order to bring the diAtaiil rnngl unto .Tr^us, 
Rcoonimodnted hini.ietf to their a^tixilogidd notions, and ain.-a'd the 
Kntiei{Uiled Kinr to apjK'ar. Hvit tlift adoption of thi.-i ex|>ediuiit in- 
volvc* very .icii'iii* iu)Ti?ii'i]tien<x'». Vur the ci)iiicidi-nw uf the re- 
markable soijiii'I with llii- tistrolodtal pnigiKiMic euiild not ftiil to 
stn:ngllicn the belief, not only o1 tho niJigi and tiieir fellow-coun- 
trynicK, but al.to of iho Jews and Ciiriati.iiKt who were aojunintetl 
with the cii-eumslanei-*, in the spurious science of astrology, lliereby 
crCAtiiig iiieak-uliihlc error and niischh.-f. If tlicivfore it lie unudvift- 
ablc to admit an exiiiiurdinary divine intervention,! and if the posi- 
tion that in the oiviinary couthc of nature, important oecunvncca on 
this earth aiv ultendud by changes in tli<; heavenly boilic.t, be aban- 
doned, the only renniining explanation lic3 in the supposition of an 
accidental coincidence. But to appeal to chance b ui tact either to 
Bay nothing, or to renounce the supranaturali^atie point of view, 

Unt the orthodox view of this account not only it-mclioiia tho 
falac science of astrology, but abo coutirnia the false i[itei]>retafion 
of a passage in the })rophets. For aa llie magi, following tiieir star, 
proceed in the right direction, so the chief priests and scribes of Je- 
nisalcni whom llerod. on learning the arrival and>3bjecf of the magi, 
summons before hiin and (|ueslion3 concerning the birth-place of tno 
King of the Jews, hirerpivt tho passage in Mic.ih v. 1. as signifving 
that the Messiah should be born in Hethlchcm; and to this signiti- 
cation tho event concspomb. Now sudi an application of tho above 

* JoKl'li. D. J. vl, Ti 4 ; Tttclt. )Iti>Wr. r. I3i Saltan. V«pii>. t. All tlie »iUnI 

atlniiicio* ti> Um v\J!*lt'iiEi> ut kUi-h a 1il>i>i- al like vru of ChilitV Lli'ih. rcljit< on\y [a 4n In- 
d"t*nniiial' nrHiiixr lu ■ rulKr i.>r thi< ituild. Vln;. Ivclny. 4; Suflon. (Jcciv. III. f In 
nytii£ lli't It 10 iniiiliiiM<i1>l<.' Ut Rtippw* a di\ uii iiilf^ri-iiijon ilUnctlv Uhinljii^ to coUDb^ 
aum iupfrsililf>D. J rchr to uhAt is ^hIWI imm/iUUr iulgrviMiEiori. In ihu ilrjcirliie ot 
HKtlialt ialcivvaUoB, ublili im-luJi?) lite i:n.<<|iL>r»ii"ii ariiiati, ilirm ■■ itiiulilb'u u mixtuni 
of trutti and trtvr, Keuiulut •xtutain ilie l»t>. L. J. Cb. S. '20, 
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cnn only be nimle Ijy forcing tli<! words fi-om ihcir Iruo 
nml from nil rclntion with ilu: context, Ncconling to tlic 
veU-known prnvttcc of the rabbins. For indcpenclcutly of tlic qm^s- 
lion whclbcr or not umlcr the word 5>^s in tlic passage cited, the 
Messiah be inlcaidodt tlie cnlire context sIiowa the mcAning to be, 
not iliat tl»c expected governor wlio w«a to come forth owt of Bctb- 
leltcni would actuaUv be bom in tiiat dly, but only tliat ho would 
be a descendant of l)a\'id, wlioge family sprang from Bethlehem." 
Thos allowing the tnagi to liavc been rightly dirwicd by means of 
the rabbinical exegesis of the Oracle, a fidn: inter|>fctalion must have 
hit on lite truili, cilbcr by niniiui of dirittc inlojrvention and acccnn- 
modalton, or by accident. The jinlgment pronounced in the caao 
of the star is applicable here a\»o. 

After ivceiiiiijr the xlmve luiswcr from the Sanliedriin, Iterod 
summons the niagi before biin, .ind liu lirst <]He9liou eoncems the 
liutc at which the star ap[>earcd (v. 7.). Why did lie wish to know 
lliis?t 'fhe Itilh verse IclLn tu; tliat be mi^t therohy calculate 
tlie age of the Messianic child, anil thus ai<ecrtaiii up to what age it 
noiild ber necessary for him to piU to dwith the chinlrcn of Bethle- 
hem, M AS not to misa the one ainioiint'^d by the star. But this 
[>Isn of munWingsll the children of Uetlileltcm up to a certain age, - 
that he might (icctroy the one likely to prove la(«] to the interests 
of his faniilv, wax not conceived by Herod until afler the magi had 
disapipointeA his expectation that they would return to Jcnuslem ; 
A deception which, if we may judge from his \~iolent nngcr on no- 
tount of it (v. 16) Itcrod had by no wiean.* anticipated. Prior to 
this, according to v, 8. it had been his inientiitn to obtain from the 
innd, on their return, so close a description of the child, his dwelling 
nnil eircumstancvs, that it would be eauy for him to remove his in- 
fftntiiic rival witltout sacriltcJiig any other life. It was not trnlll Ik 
had diseoveivd tl»c stratagem of the nia^, Itiat he was obliged to 
have rccoorsc (o the more ^-iolcnt incanui-c for tlie execution of which 
it was neccKsary for him to know the time of the star'a apiiearoiKX^ { 
How fortunate for him, il*cn, lluit he liad ascerlainwl this lime be- 
fore be had decided on the plan that made the information imporlanl; 
tnit how iiiconceivnbhi that ho should make a po'mt which nai* only 
indirectly eonneclcd with his original projcctf the salgoct of hu firat 
and most eager interrogation (v. I.)! 

Herod, in the second plnce, commissions the magi to Hcquninl 
tlienijiclves accuralcly with all lltat concerns the royal intUiit, and 
to impart their knowledge to him on their relum. tliat be also may 
go and ti-Jider Ins homage to the child, that is, according to liis teal 
meaning, take «urc mcoaures for putting him to death (v. 8.). Such 

" r^iilu and [>t Ktur, •»«. Iludl>. In lar. f ARariJOK to Haltaua (|i. ^36). Uut 
IM ni||k< mini iha Hairliun of llx mAci hj inqniriai: of hb on aunlivn, obrllHX 
lb«]rliad)E*nlh*kUr*ltb»Mnwtiuw. Ihb b nn tnrt^ aiuuffoittil ■■jrlh* ml — H u 
in ttnvl atiilndiitwa i* it, tot n are tlwn udd tliat Ittnd at aacc ft't tarrilM m- 
d»niv to tha laatri. J Pritudv, In Utt. mflly ttyt—nmftrtti, fWan viyni im uJ M r«> 
Aonia Uali'm ninurt, trli uJtrit trmfurt tte. 
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a [Toccc'linc on (Iip iwrl of (in iijitnlt: uKumrrli like llcrocl liaa loiyrj 
Ix'cn licl'l im|iroijiil>lc* Kv<-ii if lu^ liii)Nvt to doi.'civc llic niaei, ' 
while in conforoiiop with tlicm, by mloplitig lliis frioiidly iiia.>>k, lie 
mtist xifccasttrily foTc^si^ tlial ollu-rs woiiUl iireseiillj' awakai llicin 
\o the probiibiUty thut he hiirlioiiiTil evil tli-^isDS against llin chilJ, 
will tliui prevent thtm fivjin irtiimiiig iici'Ordiii^ to Ins iiijniiclion. 
He might conjl^^;lurc thiit tliu ]i(ircnt8 of the diiM on hcnriiig of the 
ominoiiK inlcre."il tnki-n in hinl by the king, wovilcl sn'k hi.-« j^ifcty 
by fligiit, nnd fiimlly, that ihotfi inhnbiliint» of IVtiih-bi-ni ami it* 
vtivii-ona who clicrishetl MMsiiuiic expectutiotw, wriuid Iw not a little 
coiilirmi.Ml in ihetH by the arrival of the magi. On iiU thwic ground*, 
Herod's only jirudt-nt measure wouhl have been cilhcr to <lclnin the 
mogi in Jeni8»lcm,t »n<l in the meantime liy im-rms of secret e:nis- 
Mne.-! to disputch the child to whom such jieadinr bodies wore at* 
taehcd, nnd who must hiivc been vMy of diaeoveiy in tlie little vil- 
l"^ of Ik'lhlcliem ; or lo hsvc givi-n the magi conipiinions who, so 
Boon as the child wn» found, might at once hnvc pat nn end lo \ih 
existence. E^'cn Olshnu^cn thinks thnt these strictures are not 
gn)un<Ucss, and his best defence ngainst them is the obserN'ation lluit 
tliC histories of nil iigcs ]>reiient imaccouiitsible insl.ince* of forgelful- 
ncss — a proof thai the coui'sc of hiunnn events is guided by n nu- 
pnniie hand. When the supcmatumlist invokes the supreme hand 
in lliu cnso bcfoix: us, he must suppose tliat Ood himself blintlcd 
Herod to the surest meons of nttaming liis object, in order to luivc 
(be Slesjii.-mic child from a ni-cniaturc death. But the other side of 
this divine contrivance is, that instcttd of the one child, iniiny othersi 
muni die. There wouM be nothing to object against such n sub«ti* [ 
(iition in this particular easci if it could be proved that there was no 
Other [Kissiblc moilc of rescuing Jestis from a fiitc inconsistent with 
ihi? nchenie of human rcdemtrtion. But if it be once admitted, that 
(iod interpose'l supemaluraily lo blind the mind of Herod and lo 
cnggest to the niagi that they should not return to Jerusalem, we 
»rfi constrained lo ask, why did not God in the tirst instance inspire 
tli« mogi to siiun Jemsalem mid proceed directly lo Bethlehem, 
whither Hci-od's atlenlioii would not then have been so immcduitcly 
attnwlcd, and thus the disostroua sequel perhaps have been alto- 
gether avoided?! The supranaliiialist hae no answer to this cnics*, 
tion but the old-fashioned argument that it was good for the inlaiiti 
to dieT bee.insc they were thna freed by transient surt'ering from' 
iiiiieh misery, himI more especially from the danger of sinning ngainst! 
Jesus with the unbelieving Jews ; whereas now they had the honour ' 
of losing their lives for tho sake of Jeaus, and thus of niidiing as 
]tiarlyrs, and so fortb.S 



lor. 



■ K. Ch. L. S<-hini<I{, Ftm. ni-iir;.M», I. S, l.W f. Cnmp. Fiiit'ii-lin omi Dr Wcllc (n 

t lluaiiiuiin iliinkK tl'st llc^>d nhuimril ilil* mi'BUBri; ni a lirciicli <'( li'mpiulity : yet 



(hj> T*fy IlKrol lir TTpfcwiiW ■• n mouiii-i iif ciuiliv. and ilial JmiW. for III' iimiiiii-t iH- 
rriuulnl to llic iiionaich In chap. li. of lUiiti. <■ ni)t 'iiiiwnrlli/ of lili hran, ii):BiriKl vliidi 
KmiiJer (UprtlliKjutly arguui (|i. JU f.), i,ut of bi* tiod. J Si^kmlilt, Ul (U^ fi. 155 t. 
I Surt, Sviiopi. 111,1. cxK-^ 111 .N. T. p. G£. 
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Tlie ntagi leave Jonisaleni lij night, th« fsvoaritc tiin« for tra- 
velling in llw cast. Tim »lta, wliicli tliey scetn to luit'C lost xigtit 
of siuce their dcpnrlitrc from liomo, again ap)>CArs and goo.i bo/orc 
ihcm on the roiiil to IVthHiem, iiiilll itt liu)j;lh it if:nxin» iil.-itionary 
over the hou>>C ihal contxiii.^ tho wnndroiiK cbilJ nii<l il.i parent!!. 
The wny TixHn JcniMilem lo Itclhlcheni lii'ii soathwarti ; now the 
iTue path of crrutk fliirs U cither from wesit to eaiit, a.<i l]iat of iJic 
planclii iui<l of 5Mnic coimMti, or from tttit to we^t, ft.i thxl of other 
comets; ihe orliilji of niany comets do indeed tend from north to 
eOQlh. hill Ihe Imc motion of nil thcAC liodioa i.4SO)^TenlU' Kiir]>it»wd 
hy their aj)p:irent tmirion from cast to v.K.*l proiliioi^ hy thi- rotation 
ot the earlh on }l» axiK, iluit il U im]XTi-o]>ii)<lc oxivjii at consider- 
able intenaU. P^en the c1iuni.il niovi-mcnt of tlie hca\'«ii1jr bodies, 
however, i» h-*$ obvious on a short jountcy than the merely optical 
one. arising from tlic observer*!! on-ii cluing of ]>lace, in ootiiiequcncn 
of which a »tar that }m; sees Iwforc him Hoeni.t, a.« long as he tnoveii 
forward, lo \a*£ tat m the sanic direction ihroagh inlinite Kpau'-; it 
cannot lh4-n*l'<>rc stand ^till over a juarlicular house imil ihu.i induoc 
a travfilLT to halt ll.-crc aUo : on the contrary, llie travell^ liim^itelf 
moat halt befi>rT! the Hlar will apjiear stationary'. 'J'hc star of tlie 
magi oould not then lie an ordinary, natural star, but iniul liavc 
been one created by(iotl for that particular exigency) and impressed 
by Iiiiu with a jieculiar law of motion and rvsi.' A^un, this cotitd 
not Itave been a true star, mo/ing among the systems of our limia- 
nicnt. for such an oito, however iiupeJIed and am^sted, could never, 
acKVrding to optical laws, appear to pause over a parlit-uhir hou^e. 
Il Rtii.il therefore have been something lower, hovering over the 
earth's surface : hence some of tlie t'ailiers and aiiocrj'phal writerst 
lipi>ojicd it to have beeji an angel, which, dcjiibllMs, mtglit lly b^- 
flkc ma^ in the fonn uf a star, and lake it.t stalitm nl a modiv 
rate lieight aborc tlie house of lilaiy in Iti'tliltUiom ; more modem 
thi-olo^ans liave conjecluied that the phenomenon was a meteor.} 
lloth these cxj>1anati(;ns arv o|>posed to llie text of Itlatlhew: tho 
former, becaii.su it is out of kec]>iiig with the style of our (iospds to 
designate any thing jiurely su[)cniatural, suck aa an angcjic araieaF- 
•noo, by an exjwcaaion that implies a mrrcly natural object, as affr%) 
(a star); (lie latter, becnmc a mere meteor would not last tor m long 
a time as must have elapsed hclwccn the departure of the magi from 
their remote home and their nrriva) in Bciljlelicm. Pcrha]}s, how- 
ever, it Kill be contended that Ood created one meteor for the &nl 
nonitioo, and another for the second. 

Many, vvea of the orthodox expositors, have found these diffi- 
culties in relation to the alar so pressing, tlmt they have ntiivcn to 
escape at any cost from the adiuisaion ttiat it presided the magi in 
ibcir way towards Bethlehem, and took its station directly over a 

* Thit <•■• ihx npinwii ti (Hii* tt Iht Fillim, «. g. Kntrh. I>a(iKiiiMr. cnni;. 9, ip. 
Snim. I. S. .U9; Jnann. Uunwr, de llda orlbxL 8. T. t Chi^miomiu tni schic* ap. 
6iuc*r,- III Bfi. nd dw £«)■£. IdImU. trtU c * 0. I Ste Kviati. Cvoim. in Uatlh. p. S3, 
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particular house Aecordine to Siiskind, wliosc cxjiUiuition hits 
Dcen much approved, the verb itpmjytv (went beforr) (v. 0) wliicli is 
in the iiuporfccl tcn^c, doca not signify ihnt tlio pfar viifihly li>il lh« 
roajji on tncir way, hut is c/}iiivalcnt to the pluperfect, whidi woidd 
im^y Ihaf the star had heen inviaibly Ir.insferrod to the destiiiiUion 
of too ma^i before their arrival, so that the Evangilist inteiul* to 
say: Iho star which the tnnci hud seen in the rnst and mihiacnuimtly 
lost sight of, suddaily made its appaaRince to thi-in in Ifcthlelicm 
above tlic liousc ibcy were sccliing: it Iiad therefore preci-di-d tlicm.* 
But tluH is a transplantation of nitionali?lie artifice uito the soil of or- 
thodox expgc^sis. Sot only the word jr/jin/yci*, but tlic less llcxibic 
eipressionB rti? //.fltit' k. t. /.. ifill it came, tSc.) denote? that fho 
transit of the star was not an already completed phenomenon, but 
one brought to pass under the observation of the magi. KxpoHitora 
who persist in denying this inuat, to bo consistent, go still farther, 
ftnd reduce ibe ontite narrative to the standard of merely natural 
events. So when OIsIuiuscti admits that the position of a star i;ould 
not possibly indicate a single house, that hence the mad must Jiave 
inqaired for the infant's dwelling, and only with child-liKe siniplicily 
refetred the issue as well as the commencement of their journey lo 
a heavenly guide :t he deserts hia own point of view tor that of tho 
nltonalisls, and interlines the text with explaiialoiy pariicular.t, un 
expedient which \w. elsewhere ju.tlly condemns in E'aulus and others. 
The niayi tlii-n filler llie house, offer their adoration to the iiifjuit, 
and pn'seiit to him gitls, the proilni lions of llu-ir native country. 
One might wonder that there is uo notice of th« aKtonishnienI which 
it must nave excited in these men to find, iiiKteud of liie rxpwtcd 

?rincc. a child in quite onlinary, porhapx indigent rircnnwtanccs.J 
t ia not f.iir, however, to heighten ihe i-ontnL«t by ^mpixisiiig, accor- 
ding to the connnon notion, that the magi <li.-«eov<r<td ihu child in 
a stable lying in the manger; for this rejutrsciilation i* pecuhjir to 
Luke, and is altogether unknown to lilatthcw, who merely speaks 
of a house, fAtia, in which the child wiu foiintl. Then follon's (v. 10.) 
the warning given to the majri in it drenm, eoncernin^ which, as bo- 
fore remarkm, it were only to he wi.thcd that it imd been voueh- 
safe<l t'arlicr, so iw lo avert the steps of the magi from Jerusalem, 
and lhti!> ]KTe!iaueH prevent llic whole subsequent massncre. 

Wliilt; Ilei'ud await* the return of the miigi, Jo^-eph is admo- 
nished bv an angclie apparition in n ihx-nni to tice with the Messi- 
anic diild and its moiliia- into Kgypl for security (v. 13 — 15.), 
Adopliiij; (lie eviuigelist's point of view, thin la not attended witlr" 
any diHimiliy : it i» oihcrwisc, liowc%-er, with the pro|)heey wbicJ_ 
the aU^ve event is e;iid to fullil, Hoseii xi. 1. In ihis passage the 
prophet, siK-uking in the iiatiiu of Jehovah, says : H hen Jtrael 
tcaa a child, thi:n I toivd /u'wi, and called my son out of iJgypL 
We may venture to nttrihule, cvcji to ihc mo^t orthodox ex|iositort 
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cnoof^i dear^Ightediwiijt lo [Krrcci^-« tluil live «iiVijrrl of iiio fint 
half of ihe sentence i» tAm iIk object of llic sccon<!, immdy llut 
j>oe{)1e of Israel, wlio Iicre, a* eUvwheic, («. g. Exoil. iv. 22. Siracli 
XXXV). 14.) are collectively atllcil llic Son nt'Oo*], nnil wliow past 
deliverance nnclof Mn^-.i oiil of llieir KgA-jitiJtt) Itondage >» l!i£ fact 
refirreil to: tluit conw<iui?iilK', lUi; prr>]iiii't. n-jts not coiili'mplatiiig 
cither (he Me.oiiali or hin jinjoiini iti J'ig*!*!. Never! Iicle-ts a^ our 
evangelist says, v. 15. tUiil (lie ffiAt of Je*KS into KRytrf took [>liu» 
expresslv tluit tlw ntiove wonis of flow« miglit be fiJlillet!, lie must 
have tmilerstooil ihcni ns n prophecy rclntiiig to Christ — musl, there- 
fore, have misumlerstood them, ft h:i8 (wen pretcn'1i!(I lliat the 
passage ha» a twofwlil applicalion, aiiJ, though referring primarily 
to thr Uractitish poeple, i^ not the Ics« a propnocy relative to ClirL^i, 
bcoiiu«c the <katiny of Israel "nflcr the 6e»h" waa a (ypc of the 
disitiny of Jc«Uf^ Bat thi« convenient method of interpretation is 
nut npplicablc here, for the analog^' would, in the present ca^c, be 
nllogetiier external and inane, since the only ]>i(rullel oon$i)>(:( in the 
ban." fact in both inetnnces of a pojoum in Kgypt, the circumstancea 
nnch'T which tl»e I«r.-ieliti^li poeplc and the chilil Jcnu Rojonmed 
lliere lieing altogether diverse.' 

Wlicn the return of the magi luu been delayed long ciiougli for 
Ilerod to become aware tliat tb^ hare no intention to fcec|> fiiith 
with him, he decrcrx tlic death of all the male children in Bcthleliera 
and il» environs up (o lite age *>f two near*, that being, aet-ording 
to the st.iten>ents of the ningi as to the tin»c of the star's ajipearance, 
the utmost interval that could ha^-e elapised since the birth of t]ic 
llessianic child. (16 — 1&) Thia was, beyond all que.;tion, an act 
of the blindcat fury, for Ilcrod might easih* have inlonncd himself 
wlicther a cliild who bad txxcivcd rare and costly presents was yet 
to. be found in Bettdehem : but even granting it not inconsistent 
with the disposition of the aged tyrant !o the extent that Schleier- 
macher supposed, it were in any caae to be cxpeeled that so unpre- 
cedented and revolting a massacre would be noticed by oHier histo- 
rians than Matthow.t But neither Josephus, who la very minute 
in his account of Ilcrod, nor the rabbins, who were astiduous in 
bUckening his memory, give tW slightest liint of this dccroc. The 
latter do. indeed, connect the Higlit of Jc«tts into KffTpt with a mur- 
derous scene, the aulltor of which, however, is not IIcixmI but King 
Janntvus, aixl the victims not cliildrcn, but rabbins.} Their story 
is evidently founded on a confu.4ion of the occurrence gathered from 
the Christian history, with an earlier event ; for Alexander Janmeos 
died 40 years before ilie birth of ChrisL llaerobius, who lived in 
the fonrih century, is the oidy author wlio notices the slaughter of 
the uifuil.i, and he inlrtxluvcjf it obliijuely in a paiisago which loaca 
all ci«dit by txm founding the execution of Antipater, who waa so lar 

* TUi ■• dwint In cfifiHitkiii W OlttuDxa bj StfuJr) iii B.-njcH> Ardilr. tlL IL 
431 1 <rtn. 111. tST. t ScbvUl. ut nip. pi. I.^U. ; Bitiflan. Saiihalr. r. crii. S, tp. 
l-l];ti[r«M, p. :Wr. Cuup. SHutllifn, SL p. nS^i. ABM^IngMJoarpbiuAnUii. xiiLxl^ 
i, U(. X, iJh7 nra Jn* of uA mxvtiatta agM, Mid ctiUjp thuliDab 
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fioni a child lliat lie coinulaini^J of htg f^^y bnifs,* with tbc murder 
of Uie iiitiuitx, reiiowncil among tlic Ctiristi.'in.^.t ComiiwiHators 
lun-c att<!iii|>lcil tu diminish our (urprlso at the remarkable silpnce 
in <]HiMtIon, hy reminding us Oiat the number of children of the 
given iigc in tiic putty viliogi; o( lictblebcm, miiat have been »in»iU, 
and by remarking that among the immcrous dc^ds of cruelty by 
whidi the Ufa of Iln'od was stained, tliia one would be lort sight of 
W n ilro]) in thv occan.J But in lhc«c obgcrrations tbc i<]xwific 
strocily of murdering inuocunt children, howc\-er few, is overlooked ; 
«■<! it is Ibis that must liave prevented ibc deed, if really perpcf rat- 
ed, from being forgotten. $ llere aUo the evangelist cites (v. 17, 
18) a propbctic poaaage (Jenun. sxxi. 1^, as having been fulfilled 
by the murder ot tbc infimts ; whereas it ori^nally retcrml to »ome* 
thing quite diScrcnt, namely the IraiiBporUition of the Jews to Ba- 
bylon, and bad no kind of reference to an event lying in remote 
futurity. 

While Jcsua and his parpjita are in Egypt, Herod the Grwit 
dies, and Joseph is instructed by an angel, who appears to him in u 
dream, to return to his native country; but as Archclaus, Ilerod'a 
successor in Judiea, was to be feared, he liss more precise directions 
in a second oracular drcarn, in olwdienn! to which he fixes his abode 
at Nazareth in (.ialllcc, under the mihier goveniment of Ilcrod .\n^ 
tipos. (19^23.) 'I'liuK in ihi; conipans of lliLi single chapter, wc 
have five, extraordinary inlerjio^itions uf Uod ; an anomalous star, 
and four vtsion!<. for thct stur imd the first virion, we liavo already 
remarked, one miruch; might have been Mubstiluted, not only with- 
out detriment, but with ndvantnge; either ihe star or the viaion 
tuight from tlie bi'j^iniiing linvc deli-.rrcd tii<; rimj;i from going to Jo- 
rusalnm, and by lhi» nifjms perhaps have avcrlfd llin niaHniicie or- 
dained by Jlei'od. Hut that the two last visions ure not united in 
one u a mere superfluity; for the direction to Joseph to jnoeced to 
Naxaruth instcati of Bethlehera, which is made the object of n spe- 
cial %-ision, might just aa well have been included in the tirst. Such 
a disregard, even to protligalily, of iho Icj: parvi'jnanue in relation 
to the miraculous, one is templed to refer to human imsginatioti 
nther tlian to divine proWdcnce. 

The tttlsc interpretations of Old Testament passages in tliiw chap- 
ter arc crowned by tlie kst verse, where it is said that by the set- 
tlement of the parents of Jesus at Nasareth was fullillcd the saying 
of the prophets : //e s/ialt be catted a Xazarene. Now this pas- 
sage is not to be found in the Old 'rcitauient, and unless exposi- 
tors, lo^ng coura^, take refuge in darkne-sa by supposing lliat it is 
extracted trom a canonical jj or iijiocryphal^ book now lost, they rauAt 

• Jrwph. B. J. 1. xix. 3. Camp. AnUii. xril. iv, 1. f JI.ctdIi. Siilurnal. H. i : 
Quttwn audimi {^AMffttalMi^ ititrr putrot^ gwtt M Syna JtrTodr4 rrJ* Jvldf'jrufii intn hima- 
ton jvttil iuttrfiei, jUiuia qaayai tjut iteciiiuH, nil : iiirlim tat, Iltmdia purrum (w) '«• 
aaam JtUimt (uav), \ X'vl. WuUIidii, Kuiai>l, i:>l>li*ii>i>a iu luc Wind il. A. llrroileki 
f l^iluchF. Caiinn, in Mutl. p. 'Jft f. | Chrvtiitbun iiiJ uUi>ir». ^ Vid. QmU, Comui, 
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admit the conJiticma] vulidily of one or other of the G>Uowln^ charges 
aganiflt the evimgcliMt. IC ■» it hu Iiccn nllogcH, he intcndM to 
COinpTCSS iIk' Olil TMlamcnl ptojiImxm'* Ih.il the Jlc-ssiah would be 
doflpiscd, into the oniculnr f^nii-nix, I Iv «h.-ill Ix- c:tllol a XaiurcRc, 
i. c the gitiziT) ot~ a dcspiicd city,* wc mu»t nccasc hini of the niost 
nrbitnuy modv of uxprcsmon ; or, if lie he supposed to give a modi- 
fication of yiM {fuutr) wv iiiu«t t*x him with tfic meet %iolent tjaa»- 
fonnition of iIm word bikI the grosi<est pcrrcmon of its nuuuiinj^, 
(or even if, conlmry to the f»ct, ihix epiliict n-crc ap|ilied to the 
}ile««uili in the Old Testament, it could only mcun ciiiicr that lie 
would I>c a Xnzarite,t which J<:suk nvvcr was, or that he would Ik 
crowned,! ns Joseph Gen. xlix. 215, in no case that bo would be 
linKight up in the petty town of Naxarctli. The niwt probable in- 
ttrrpn^tutioD of this passage, and that which haa the sanction of the 
Jewish Christians questioned on the subject by Jerome, Li, llial (he 
evangelist here alludes to Isa. si. 1, wlterc ilte Mc-uioli i.* called 
■tfj "^{surcultK Jeae) as eJsewberc "^S Bui in every case llwre 
is tlio MiRte violence done to the word by attaching to a mere appeU 
tntivo of iho Messiah, on entirely lictitioua relation to tlie name of 
the city of Xuaroth. 



S 35. ATTKMnS AT A NATirHAI, EXn-ASATION OF TllK HISTORT OP 
THK UAUl — ^TRANSITION TO THE UTTlIIC-tL EXPLAKATIOX. 

To avoid the many difficulties which beset ua at o^'cry step in 
interpreting this chapter after llie manner of the supRuialoraltAlii, it 
is quite worth our while to seek for another exposition which may 
suffice to explain the wltolc according lo physical and psychological 
lawa, without any admixture of supranaturalism. Such an expo- 
sition has been the most sncccssioUy attempted by Paulas. 

How could heathen magi, in a remote country of the ea«t, know 
any thing of a Jewish king about to be bom * This is the first diffi- 
culty, and it ia removed on the above system of interpretation by 
siipposing that the maj^'i were expatriated Jews. Uul this, appar- 
ently, is not the idea oi' iIk evangelist. For the nucstion which he 
puta into the mouth of the magi. '* IfAere w An thai is born King 
of Ute Jewsf' dtstingnishea them from that people, and t& regards 
the tetidency of the entire narrative, tire chur«:h socma (o have ap- 
prehended it more oorreelly than Paulus thinks, in repn^ientinj; the 
visit of the ma^ as the tiret manifestation of Christ to tlit^ (jcntile*. 
MevertbelesB, as we have above remarked, this difficulty may bo 
cleand away without having recourse to (he sn|^w«ition of I'lmhis. 

Farther, acoordii^ to tlie nalui^al exphuuition, the real object of 
the journey of llicsc men wa« not lo see the new-boni king, nor n-ns 
its cause the t\ax which they liod observed in the cost; tnit tliey 

* KnlaGI, ad llMh, p. 41 f. t WcMrim, In 1m. t SdMidiraliopr. BtiMeB nr 
Dnldnas In Ow K- T. & 4S. | Gtt«t(T, Starllea «d KnUkoi, ISIl, XlltA, S,uet 
PrU/Kbt S. 101. Onp, Ultnm. ad Jm^ XL 1. 
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happened to bo travelling to Jenisalcm pcrbapa with mercantilo 
views, and Iicnnng far and wide in tlic land of a new-boni kinci a 
celestial pbcnonicnon whicli they had rwamlly observed occurea 1o 
tlnar miwtmbrancc, and they earneatly desired to see the cliild >a 
ijucstion. Ity tliia nie.ius, it is true, the dil&cally ari-iin^ tVoni the 
(Uinetion g^von to astrology by tlic usual conception of ihe story ia 
diminislird, but only at the expense of unprejudiced interprotatioihJ 
l''or even if it were admis-aible unccrimoniously to transform uagu 
fwyo^ into tncrcbants, their purpose in this journey cannot hav 
boon a commercial one, for their tiret inquiry on arriving at Je 
Icm ia after the new-bom king, and tlicy fortbwilh mention a Btaivf 
seen by them in the east, aa the cause not only of their question, 
but alao of their present journey, the object of which tliev aver to 
bo tho preacntation of their homage to the new-bom child, (v. 2.) 

The drrtp (star) becomes, on this method of interpretation, a 
natural meteor, or a comet,* or tinally, a constellation, that ia, a 
conjunction of plancta-f Tlic last idea was ]>ut forth by Kepler, 
and has been approved by several asirononicrs and iheologiaaa. Is 
it more eaay, on any one of these suppositions, to conceive that the 
star could precede the ningi on tlieir way, and remain stationary over 
a particular lioiiae, according to the rcpi'cscntalion of the tc:£t7 Wo 
have already examined the two lirst hypotheses; if we adopt tho 
third, we muAt either siipiiOM the \ erb Tpodyiiv (v. U) to signify tho 
disjunction of the [ilani;ts, pn^viously in ujijuireiit union, t tiiougl!. 
the text doca nut imply a partition but a fumard movement of the i 
entire phenomenon ; or we muHl cull Siiskind's plu(>crfect to our aid, 
and imagine that the coiislctlation, which tiii; inagi could no longer 
8CC in tiie valley belivcen Jenisule.m and HelhUdiutii, again hurst on 
thwr view over the plac£ where lliis chihl dwdi.S l'"or the cspieH<^ 
sion, hrdfw ov jjv r& rroitJfov (v. y.), donoleA merely the jilaco 
abode, not the jKirtinihir dwi'lling of liiu child and hi.-t {larciits. This 
we grant; but when llie tviinj^^list pi-oci-cds thus: naX uct'/SdvTt^ 
Wf T^i- oUiav, (v. 9,) he gi^-cs tliu more general cxpresAion Ihe pre- 
cise meaning of (lwclIing-noii«e, so that this explanation is cji-arly a 
vain effort to abate the marvcUousnoss of tho cvungclicul nnrmtivo. 

The most remarkable supposition adoptc<l by those who rcjiatdj 
itni\p aa a conjunction of planets, is that tliey had hereby obtain Bi 
fixed point in accredited histoij', to whicii llie niirralive of Matthew 
may be attached. According to Kepler's calculation, corrected by 
Idelcr. there occulted, throe ycara before the desth of Herod, in the] 
year of Komc 747, a conjunction of Jupiter and Saturn in t)io ttign 
Pisces. The conjunction of these planets is repented in the above 
sign, to which astrologers attribute a special relation to I'lUestine, 
about every 800 years, and according to the coniputaliou of tlie 
Jew jibarlmncl (14(>3) it took place ttu-ec years before the birlli of 

* For both Ihiw cxi>Iinutii'ii>, Mm KuinAI, in ln<:. f Kapler. In variuiii irviIiwMiJ 
UOlUtcr, der SUrn Avi Virifn ; IJvlvr, llsnilliii<^>> ii«r matlii'in. uml leclinlKhea CtinuiO 
logUs, & IM. S. 3W> IT. t 01>l«<»li>, S< el. S Paultu, uc tup. S. 202, 2311. 
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lloBC3 ; ]>eiiice it » probable enough that tltc hope of tlw acoond 
great deliverer of llie nation would be aasociatod n-ilh the recuircnce 
of this coujiinction in the time of licroi), and thai wlien the pheno- 
DMUMii n-as itclually ol«cr\'(;d, it would occaaion iiMjiiiry on the part 
of Itubylontiin Jevri. llut tluit tlic 8tar nieution«d by Uatlltew was 
tliix joTiiciiIar |)UiM-lary coiijiiiiclion, Li, &o)n our unoerlainty aft to 
the year of Christ'^ biitli, and alao as to the pt^riod of tlic abov« 
■Ktrolo^cal valculatioti, an extremely prccarioiu coiijectare ; and as, 
bositks, there aie certain [Nirticiilars in tlie ex-angcliual text, for 
instance, the word* npii^v and t<mi, wliidi do not accord with 
mich an explanation, — so soon as anotlii--r. muni congmoiis with 
Uattlww's narrative, presents itself, wc are jnstiticd m giving it 
the prcfemice. 

The didiculties connected with the crroncoos inlerpretations of 
paasages from the (^Id Testament are. from the naturnl point of 
Tiew, eluded by denying that tlie writers of the Xcw Testament arc 
lespondiblc for the falsily of these interprel.iliona. It is sitid that 
the prophecy of Jlicah is applied to the Messiah and his birth in 
lieildeheni by the Sanhedrim aloue. and that Slaltlrcw has not com- 
mitted hun^df to their iitterprelation by one word of a|^)Toval. But 
when the evangelist proceeds to narrate how the i^suc corresponded 
nith the interpretation, he sanctions it by tlic authoritative sea! of 
fact In relation to the paasacc from Hosca, Taulus and ijleudcl* 
concur in rcflortiiig to a singular expedient. Maltbew, say lliey, 
nished lo guard against the offence wliich it might possibly ^ve to 
the ,U-n* of FalcHTiiie to lean) tliat the &Iessiau hiul once IcA the 
Holy IjHiid : Jie tiierefore vailed attention to the fact that Israel, in 
one »cn#e the lirsl-boni of (lod, Iiad been called out of Egypt, for 
which R-.-tsoii, Ih: would imply, no one ought to be astoiiiiuied that 
the MeiM-iuii, the son of (.iud in ii higher .■<eii.>t», had also visited a 
pro&nc hutd. J^t throughout tlie ijnn.-uige lliere is no Iraeet of Midi 
■ negatiiT. precautionary inteulion on the part of the evangelist ia 
adducing this prophecy; on tite eoiitntry, all hia quotations seem to 
have the poeitivc object to conlinu tlio Mc<iiialiship of Jcsun by 
allowing that in hJin the Old Tcetameni prophecies liad their fullil- 
mcnL It has bet-n ntlemptcd with rcJerviice to the two other proph* 
ecica cited in tins chapter, to n-thu^e ttie eigiiilication of the Tett> 
■K^t)t>iMiiitu Uo A(! /uffilUd) to tli;it of mere simihliide or applic»> 
bihty; but tltc futUity of the efTurt noeda no exifOMuv. 

The various directions conveyed to tlie jiersons of our narrative 
by means of visions are, from tlie same point of view, all explained 
paychologtcally, as eflects of waking inqtiiries and rcDections. Thia 
appears, indeed, to be indic*led by the text itself, v. '2'2, aocofdiDg 
to which Joseph, hearing that ^VrcholatLS was roaster of Judca, feared 
to go tliilher, and not until tlicn did he receive an mtinuition from 

" DMgol'* AfvhiT. *1L IL p. 414. t Al a IXcr pcried. it U Um, UiU iauniar •( 
Jmu wutbxiKcauuDcf caliunnla tram Un Jews, ft<t tkgM<m««( an MUinly dilltRM 
nUurr, u will U mm b» Itw (bUuiriag ilui|i(«(. 
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a liigiicr source in a JrcRm, Kcrcrthdcss, on a closer cxfltninatioii 
we find that tlia cotninunicnlion givim in tbc dream was something 
new, not a tocrc rcpi'lition ot' intelligence received in waking mo- 
nenU. Only a negative coDclusion, that on account of Arcnulaaa 
it was not advisable to n^tlle at Bethlehem, waa attained by Joseph 
wlien awake; the positive injunction to pi'ocecd to Nazaretli was 
BnppraJdod in his tfrcani. To ex]>lain the otlier visions in the above 
way is a direct interpolation of tlie text, lor this repreBcnts both 
the hoaiility and dealli of llcrod aa being first made known to Jo- 
seph hy dreams ; in like maitncr, tltc magi have no distrust of Uo- 
roa until a dream warns titem against liis IreaiJtery. 

ThiiK, on tlie one hand, tJic sense of tlic namitive in Matt. ii. in 
opposed to llie eonception of its oceummce as natunil : On tlie other 
Iiand, tliiM iiarrvitive, taken in its orifrin.tl M'.n:t<>, t^rric.i the au{ier- 
natural iulo the extravagant, the ini[irolialjlc into liie inipasaible. 
We are therefore led lo doubt, the historical chamcter of ihc narra- 
tive, and to coiijfcfuR! that wc have before us noin^^tiiing rnythiuaL 
The first propoundern of tiiia opinion were bo uiisucwwsful in il» 
iUuatralton, that tlicy never lilicmtcd thcmaclve« &om tlic sphere of 
the natural interpretation, wEiich they sought to transcend. Arabian 
mcTchants (tliinka Kmg. for example) coming by chance to Beth- 
lehem, met with the parents of Jesus, and learning lliat they woro 
Strangers in distress, (according to llalilicw the parents of Jesua 
were not strangera in Bethlehem.) made them presents, uttorod 
many good wisliea for their child, and pursued their journey. \Vhoi» 
aabeequcntly, Jeaua was reputed to be the Messiah, the incident 
was remembered and euibellished with a star, visions, and believing 
bomags. To these were added tlie lji|;lit into ["jgyiit and the infanli- 
cide; the latter, because tlie above im^ldent wu» )'upjii>:«etl to have 
bad Bome effect on llennl, who, on oiiuir grotuid.* tlian iJio^c alleged 
in the text, had caused .-lome familiiTS in Bi-thli;hfm to he put to 
death; tlic former, pn^bably because Jcitus iiitd nith i^onu; unknown 
object, Bctujdiy visiteil E"ypl at a hitcr period." 

In this m in the purely naturalistic inteq>rctution, there remain 
as so many garb, the arrival of sonic orlcutiJ travellers, the Hight 
into Egypt, and the massacre in Bctlilchcm ; divcstwl, however, of 
Uic marvelloas garb witli which they arc enveloped in the evangeli- 
cal narrative. In this unadorned form, these occurrence's are ncld 
to be intelligible and auch aa might veiy probably hap))e.n, but in 
point of fact they are more incomprehensible even than when vicwwl 
through the medium of orthodoxy, for with their supernatural em- 
bclliahnicnta vanishci the onlire basis on which they rest. Mat- 
thew's narrative adciptattily accouut^ for the relations between the 
men of the east and the [larenls of Jcsns ; this atl(>nipt at mythical 
exposition r^ucet them to a wonderful cliancc The massacre at 

• lle\ier ronrnrlto odsr Grnelimhe ErhUranKFii dor Wun.liir. lii ll<nki:'i Miutam, 
t, I, S9t> It SimlUi wsa}^> ■« In the Alilun'l1au£on Itbr^ <Lin iK^liIrn mini KiipltKl Aet 
MAtiblDt BDd Lukai, la Ucnko'i IU^uId, 5, 1, 171 K, and la UittUiai, Kvlixiuiii^l- ilcv 
Ar«Ml, s. s. fis rr. 
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Bethlehem luin, iii the enagelical nairative, a definite cansc ; hea^ 
ire an at a lo.'W to uDdentftml how Herod mme t» ordain such an 
enormitj; so, the jottmey into Kgvfi* whioli Imil flo urgmt a motive 
accordinz to Matthew, ia on tlii« t>ch<-inc of iRlciprclation, tolallv 
inexplicable. It may mdced lie wA : these events had their ao- 
oqualc eanneji in acoordanre with the n$;Q]ar conrso of things, but 
]hlatthen- ha.'4 vritlitieid lliix iiaiunil sequence and given a miraculoufl 
one in ils atejid. Hut if the writw or l<j;end be capable of environ- 
ing occurrenix;^ with tictitiotu motives and tu-ee»sory circumstanocs, 
either tin <nie or the other is also ciipitbh- of fabricating the occur- 
rences tbemaclvcs, and thi« bbricntion !« ihe more probable, tho 
mow ctcariy we can show that Ihe legend had an interest in depict- 
ing such occiiTreDccs, thou«^i they Jiad never actually taken pUce. 

This urj^incnt is cnoally Toiid against tin- attempt, lately made 
from lli« Hupranaturalistic point of view, to wjnnitc the tnie from 
the fclse in the cvangchcal nnrrative. In a iwrnnivi- like this, 8»ya 
Nauwicr, WIS most carcfidly distinguish tlie kernel from tho shul, 
the main Gict from immaterial cirvumittnnocs, uiA not demand tho 
tfamt! d<-gn-c of certitmlc for all its particulanc Tl»at the magi by 
ihuir a^itrological nwearchea wtru led to nnttciinle the birth of s 
Saviour in Judea, and liencejourne^'ed to Jerusalem that tlirymight 
olTi^ him llicir homage, i*, acroriliiit; to him, the only essoiitinl nnd 
cerlaiii p<irt of t!ie narrative*. But how, wticn arrived in .Jcnisalcm, 
did tliey loam tliat lite cliild was to be boni in Bctldebemt From 
Heroil, or by some other means? On this point Neander ia not 
cijuHliy willin" to gourantcc the ^xracity of Xlnlthew'n stalcmentai 
and he rPCTros it as nnes'scniial. The magi, he coniinufts, in 60 
tnconsidcrnblc a place as I{ct)J«hcm, might be gniiU-d to the child's 
dwelling by many providential arrangements in the onlinary course 
of events; for example, by meeting with the shepherds or oilier de- 
vout pCTsoos who had participated in tlic great event. Wlicn how- 
ever they had once entered the house, they might reiircjtcnt the 
drcumstancca in tho aHtrol<^eal guiac with wliich their niind.4 were 
the most &mUiar. Neander awards an historic.tl cliiiracter to the 
flight into f*)!)* ■"'l ''■c infanticide." By thi? oxpiunation of the 
narrative, onK iia heaviest difficulty, namely, that llie rilar preceded 
tlic mngi on their way and paused above a ui^h; bou«c is in reality 
tlirown orcrlraard: the other diffinUtica icmam. But Neander Itaii 
renounced unlimited confidence in the veracity of the v\'angi;list, and 
admitted that apart of his narrative is unhistoricul. If it be a«ki:d 
how &r this nnltislorical portion extends, and what is its kind — 
whether the nucleus around whicli l^nd has deposited its crystalli- 
xations be historical or idenl, — it ia ea»y to show that the few and 
vague data whicli a less lenient ciitieutm than that of Neauder can 
admit as historicid, arc fiir let* adapted 1o give birth to our narrative, 
tlian the very precise circle of ideas and types whidi we am aboat 
to exhibit. 

•L.J.ab*.3f c 
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$. 3fi. TiiK rirttKLv MmncAL expi-axation of tkk karkativr 

OOKCKRMXC) THK UAOI, AXD OP THF. EVENTS WITH U'lllCli IT 18 

COSXECTKD. 

SevbKIL Fathers of the Cliurch indicated the true key to tl 
tiaTT»ti\-c coiKerning the magi irhcn, in order to cxpUiii from wl 
source those heathen astrologers could gather any knowledge of 
SIcBsiaitic star, they put forth the conjecture that lliiB knowledge^ 
might lutvc been dmwn from (he i)ro])hccie8 of the licnthen BAtaam. 
recorded in the Book of Number^.' K. Ch. I^ Schmidt justly 
ocmaiders it a deficiency in the exposition of Paulus, that it takes 
no notice of the Jcviflh expectation that a bIai would become tnsiblc 
at the appearance of the i\li7asiah; and yet, lie add», this is the only 
thread to guide "s to tlic true origin of this narrative.t Tiic proph- 
ecy of Balaiim (Num. xxiv. 17.) ,1 it<ir s/udt come out "f JiKob, 
was the cnusc — not indeed, as the Ftttherx suppowd, that magi 
actually recognized a ncwly-kiiidled star as that of the Messiah, a^lj 
liCDCC journeyed to Jcmsalcni, — but that legend reuixuientod a et 
to have appeared at the birth of .Tesus. and to have Ijccji recognized 
by astrologers as the star of the Mcsaiah. The jirophecy uttributcd 
to Balaam oripnally referred to some fortunate and victorious rulcp 
of Israel; but it sectna to liave early received a Messianic interprc- 
tatiotu Even if the ttanalalion in the Targum of Onkclo^. surgU 
rex ex Jacobo, et Messias {unettm) vn^dur <W Tsra'J^ prove notli- 
ing, because here the word unctus U iiynonymous with rex, and might 
signify an ordinary king. — it i» yel worliiy of notice lliat, aeeord- 
ing to the testimony of Abcn KiraJ ana ihc jKiBsagcs cited by 
Wetatcin and Schoctlgen, many rabbins applied the prophecy to 
the Messiah. The name Bar-Cocheba i^n of a stitr), nssunicu by 
a noted pseudo-McsaiaJi under lladran, was chosen with reference 
to the Messianic iiitcrprclalioii of Balaam's prophecy. 

It is true that tlie pssa^i: in (pieaiion, taken in its OTigiiutl 
sense, docs not ajjeak of a rL'al ular. Itut merely coni])arcs to a 
the future prince of laraeJ, and lliia id the inicrprctatiun given to 
in the Targum above ipiotcd. But the growing belief in astrology, 
according to which every important uveiil waa aignaUzcd by sidereal 
changes, soon e^iuitcd the pri)p!n'c.y of Halaam to be understood no 
longer liguratlvcly, Imt lilerally, jt.< rcilerriiig to a star which wna to 
appcair contcmjioraneoiwiy willi lite .Mi'-i.ilali. We have various proofo 
that a belief in astrolojry »«.-• pn'\ali-iit in lite time of .Jesus. The 
futuie grealneaa of iMitiiridat&» niw ihoiiglit to be pi-ognosticatcd by 
the appearance of a comet in tlic year of Ida birth, and in tliat of 
ills secession to the tlirone ; S and a comet observed shortly after the 
death of Juliua Cicsar, wa.<i auppOM'-d to have a close relation to that 
ovent. 11 Theae ideas were not w ithoul influence on tlic Jews ; at 

* tint. c. Cxi*. L eo. Aui'Uir, uy, iiiiiwrr. in lIuKli. *|i. PalirtdDl PKUilr'pier. T, 
T. p. W)7 «. t Sdiroidfi Bil'linUi>k, 3, I, 8. I3l>, J In Xm; Suin. (SchOKSfn, huniv 
U. p. lASJi .VaM ^urprttuti font Kat.Je Metni. } Jiutin. llitt. 31. || Sunloui Jul. 
CM.S3. 
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least vrc find traces of l]Kin in Jcwisli writings of s htcr period, in 
wliicli it in iwiii tlmt a n-markalilc »t«r nppcanxl at (lie birth of Abra- 
iuin.* Wli(>ii «iic!i iilciu wvrc iiflotit, it wiu caj^jr to imagine tbat 
tlie lurtii of llir Mut!fij)i ntu»t Iw Announces] by n ttstr, dtyteaaHy 
aSy aocOFtling to tlic common intrrpn.'ln(ion of IJalaiim'* jirof^iecy, a 
Ctarii'iu tlivn; miulc tl>c symbol of the McitsialL. [> i* cvjiaiu tliat 
tlie Jcwi^Oi mind cflbi^cd this combination ; for it is a mbbinical 
ides tlial at ihc time of the Mcssinh's birth, a star will appear in tiw 
east and remain for a long tiiiK- visiblc.t The nannlivo of Mnllheir 
is allivil to this simpler Jewish idea; the apocryphnl dc^criplions 
of the star that announce! the birth of Jcstis, 1o the rxlriivn^nt 
fictions abont tlic star said to have apjwarcd in tlic tttnc of Abra- 
ham.} We may ihetcforc atalo the opinion of K. Cl>. L. Schmi<il,8 
recently approved by Fritzacbe and De WcOc, as the nciiresl an- 
proach to Iruth on the subject of Mattbeir's star in the east. In 
the lime of Jesua it waa the general belief thai stare were always 
tlic forerunacra of great events: hence the Jews of ihnt period 
thought that tlic birth of tho Ulesaiah would necessarily be an- 
nounced by a star, and tbia supposition bad n spccilic sanction in 
Xum. xxiv. 17. The early convcrtc<l Jewish Christians could con- 
firm their faith in Jesus, and justify it in the eyes of others, only 
by labourin" to prove that in liim were icaliznl all tlic attribute* 
lent to tlie Alessiali by the Jewish notions of tlicir age — a propo- 
sition that might be urged the more uioffcnsivdy and with the kas 
clianoe of refutation, the mom remote lay the age of Jesus, and the 
more completely the history of his childhood was shrouded in dark- 
ness. Ueneo it soon ceased to be matter of doubt that the antici- 
Sited appearence of a atar vna really coincident with the birth of 
CSU8. |] This being onoe pre^upjiosoJ, it followed as a, matter of 
course tliat theobaerverKof tiiid ap]>earance were eastern mngi; first, 
bocaueo none could belter interpret the sign than astrologera, and 
the eaat waa suppomd to bo liie native region of tlicir science ; and 
secondly, bccau.^ it must hare seemed littinjr that tlie Messianic star 
whiclt had been seen by the s[Mritual eye ol the ancient magtu Ba- 



■ Jdkut Rabat, t. xxxii, } (ap. WaUtsin)! foa Ion nata* at AtftUxnmi, paltr 
matltr, mp^ ftrm tk pu, iMi( fmitim *i4tit m aritnlt tt itt^Ml fiMtiMr a>(ra, ^um 
«nii< n y—f^w ttli fttfi*. AnMrriiiq; to as Anlm wrilinf inlilLMl JdaaUrm, Itiu >t>r, 
pniKiKMtloatlvg On Urfli of Ahnham, wu •rvn bjr Xisnil la ■ <1i*«b. ral,H(. Cnd. 
ftadBiatr. V. T. I. 8. Sl.t. f ThUdkoMoi XII falriuthanuii. tnt. t^i, K (fabtir. 
CML pvirf. V. T. p. &M £}: mal inmiH Aorpw idni (U ika UcHbalr iqtdr t^o^} 
tvatfarO—furi^^ Y>iiatuc.i.\. I*»lku xuiatu C xtrlU. I (ap. ScW«l«(n U. p. 
bii): 1:1 pfnSUl iliUa mitr^m$t, fiw til 11AS3 ,V.ii^, tt m miiwtt rrmtilmr din XV, 
C<>ii>l>. SiihAi f'rrnf^ £ T4. 8<U(I(*d <i. I,:!!, anil mciir nttU'r piwagiw atach 11* p aJlai 
(ml If Mi^lin^ in Iht IUn'li«ob in ChnoMkiKl*, i lU. & 409. Ana, I. ant Banholilt, 
Ctuiittlii^U JutUoiuin. f 14. I C i»»aw riik ihe pawiiSM litnl Xotc T. VrvUmam. 
i»t. tap. ut : Mafuw iortpn m^qir^t^ ii/tfrnrm ir ntf iatpait nvmr (oJ i/ifill^ 
N»ra mtntr t%« fvrur. Mil man jwmwM la Igiun. tp. ad. Bpka. 10. S«b tbc 
otUettian of puaagM ceonaHad irtlk (hi* ral^Mt In Thils, a>4. kpav. L pi. 1!>0 C 

I TLxwff BriIHga i, 8. IfiD ft I rrilaadia ia Ilia panpknw df dwp. U. Oioi 
•ialta, fiam ji^iea diw^iik* kA JTcom nntalt tittm iri ditit, fW JaMi aaiiifcilf 
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laarn, ehouM. on its sctoiil cppeaniacc be tirst recogiiixod by the 
bodily ej'cs of later magi. 

This pniticular, however, as well as the joMmey of (he mngi 
into Juilcn, and their costlv urcscnU to the chil<l, beur n n'blion to 
Clher passages in the Old Tcsiamcnt. In the r!cscri(iliyn of tliC 
hapincr fulurc, given in Isaiah, chaii, be. the imipht't foretc!* that, 
at that time the moat remote people and kings will come to Jrni- 
saLem to worship .Tebovah, with ofteriogs of gol<I and ineciisc »n<I 
all acceptable gifts." If in this passaga the mcasianic times alone 
arc spoken of, while the Hc.isiah hiinflcTf is wanting, in Fsitlrn Ixxii. 
we read of a kuig who is to be feared a.* long aa the sun and moon 
endure, in wh(x«e limca the rigbteous (thall tlouriali, and whom all 
nations aliall call blessed; iliiii king might ejtittly be regarded as the 
&(&»<iiab, and the I'salin laiya of liini nearly in the words of Isiii. 
be., that foreign kingijt iiball bring him gokl and other |iresents. To 
this it may be add«d, tliut tlie pilgriniiigD of foreign people to .Tc- 
nisolem is connected willi u tIwxi light, t which niigbi Kuggest the 
star of Balaam. Wlot wa.t morv natural, whni oti the one lisnd 
iras pre.tcnled Halaam'n ravK^innic star out of Jncob, {for the obM9- 
vatigti of wbidi in:igi;in astrologers were the best ntlapted.) on the 
Other, a tight whieli was to arise on Jerusalem, and to which dis- 
tant nfttionx would come, bringing gifts, — than to combine the two 
iniugcsaiid to»ay: In eonsequcncc of the star which hud risen over 
■IcniMtlcm, a.«trolog<;'r8 cami- from a distant land with presents for 
the McK^iuh wliom the slur announced t But when the imagination 
once luid po^^'esnion of the star, and of travellers attracted by it 
from a di«tiuiee, there was an inducement (o mako the star tlic im- 
mediatt; guide of their course, and the torch to light them on their 
way. 'liii.i was » favourite idea of antiquity: accf>rding to \^ir^, 
a Klar, glt^l/i fatvm ducens, marked out. the way of yfincas from 
the siiores of Troy to the west:} Tltmaybulu* and Timoleon were 
Iwl by celestial lircs ; and a star was ,iaid to have guided Abraham 
on his way to ]kloriah.S BeKidct, in tlie pro]>bctic passage itself, 
the heavenly light seems to lie associated with the pilgrimage of the 
offerers as the guide of their course; at all ove.nls the originally 
figarativc language of the ]irophcl would jirobahly, at a latter i>eri- 
od, be understood lllerjdly, in iiecordancc with the rabbitiical spirit 
(rf interpretation. The magi arc not conducted by the star directly 
to Bctldfihem where Jesua was: they first proceed to Jerusalem. 
One reason for this might be, that the proplietie piutwige coimects 
ihe risen light and ihc offerers with Jerusalem ; but the cliief rea- 
son lies in the fact, that in Jerusalem Herod was to be fuund : for 

* At Id 3t>lt. [I. 1 1. it i> Mid nf ilia nuxi irpstf^Edv avr^>— xp^ia^ xof %ilSauiv i 
to in Iwi. Ii, t> (L\X): fjipvet, ^(favTrt xfiveiov, noi ^i^aranAoavoi. ihc ihlM |inaenl 
ii in MaUli. 0^.^11, ill lui, ijSbi T«^u>(. 

\\. I. uad 3: -rms SI '■■:> (i-^-^: •wawoJ.ifi.) ii^DT 1T1S imp 
nmt n3i25> D^abttT Tiisb o^is i:im— :mr ipbs xwxv 

I j;tii-iJ, ii. (iSS a, S WeUUio, in W 
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what was belter adapted 1o instigate Ilerod to lib muTderoiis decree, 
than l)i« aJanniiig tidinf^ of the magi, tluit they bad acen lite star 
of t]ie great Jewi.'tit kiii» .' 

']'» n^irfjo-nt » iiiiitdcrcKU decree tta Living ticwn directed Ly 
Ilcrod ngaiii^t Jr-^u^, wjut llu* iiiti're.*! of the jiriitiitivi'' Ciiriftiui 
]c^i;nd. III iill liintvt K'gi^iid luis pIoriliM (hi; infnm'y of gi<:ut mm 
by pcrsi-cutioiiit luid iittem[itii on llwar life ; the grealcr tlii^ dangi-r 
that hovenxl over thoni, tlie higher secnts tlicir viihie; llic mure 
ttnex|iectediy their dclivemiicc is wrouglK, the more evident is the 
estcein in wbieli they are held by Ik-avch. Hence in the history of 
the chihlhoofl of CjTua in lleiO(lolu;<^ of Romulus in Livy,* nnd 
CTcn Inter «f Au^fustus lu Suctoniu^it we tind this trail; neither 
has the Hebrew fcgcnd ncglctlcd to anaign such a distiiKtion to 
Mo8C8.t One point of an^osy between Ibo nArraiivc in Exod. L 
ii„ and that in ilatthcw, ia that in both cases the murderoua de- 
cree does not lol'er agtecially to the one dangerous ehiltl, hnl gener- 
ally to a certain clasa of cliildren ; in the former, to all n«iv-boni 
tnalca, in the latter to all of and under the age of two years, ll is 
true that, according to the narrative in Kxodiu, tlic murderous 
decree id determined on without any reference to Jloscs, of wboae 
birth Pharaoli a not enppoeod to liave bad any prcscutiment, and 
who b therefore only by accident implieatcd lo its cx>iiseque»eca. 
But this roprewntation did not sufbcicntly mark out Moses aa tbe 
object of hoililc design to aaliaty tlic spirit of Hebrew tradition, 
and by the lime of Jatephiis it luul been so modified as to rcscinble 
more nearly the Ic^gends concerning C^tus and Augustu.% and above 
all the luuralive of Matthew. According to tbe later legend, I'iia- 
raoh wa» incited to Ls»ug hi$ murtleroii.t decree by a coiniimiiicaiion 
from bis inlvr)>ri-lcrf of the Racrvtl tvritiitg:^ who annoiitK-rd to him 
llie birlh of an infiint di-«tiiied to i^uceour tiic I.^tiu'lileH and liuinble 
the Kgyptiaiu.6 TJie inteqireter* of liic Mcnxl wHiiiigs here phiy 
Uic jutnc part at tlie inteniivier* of drcaniit in iien>dotu]i, aiwl liic 
astrologers in Matllicw. Legend waa not contait with thus signal- 
izing the infancy of the lawgivCT alone — it soon extended the Minio 
distinction to the great progenitor of tlie Ittracliiish nation, Abr^ 
ham, wh<.iin it rejin^entcd six being in [icril of hia lilc from llie 
murderous alfempt of n jealous tyrant, iininediately after hi.t hirtb. 
Uoacs waa op{)o»ed lo I'liaraoli as an enemy and opurcs^r; Abra- 
ham held the Mme ixmition with rcs]>ccl to Nimnxi. 'I'liia moii- 
arcli vfu» forcwanied by hii> sagi^s wlio«c attention liad been ent- 
iled by a rcnuirkaUc star, tliat Tliarah would luivc a son from 

• llfraLL love Ur. |. 4. 4 0«U'. 91 :— ^nMjnara* f«aM Auoma-imuu 
fra^giMm Kama /aiUm rwUirf, /fto Jtitmniintaliu; rrfoB ftpa l i Bmmm milmnm fum- 
rin, SMUttmm rafnrtra*, mtnuc, w ftw lUt a m i yrmbH tAiortlur, Eat, fm jraab 
rfM ttrmnt lairrat, g^ ei tt fwufW tpm (raWrf, ttinutt, M Smitut nmiuUam ad 
atrmrin •li/irntwr. t Vmn (ftUt Jm Mylfcli«b« m Atr titk- n a Ijibaufta. AnUmat, 
ta Uu iL Thcol, Jauna) 13, 3) hti4 tliwlT ooBfiAnd the ■Mmllaiu iltUnrrjaa of Uowa 
vitb Ihal i4 C>rn* and RumuliB ; Ihit (ouipaiiHa nl ibc lulkntlcUs WM »MaA hj Da 
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whom a pnwerful nation woiitd dpsocnd. Apprelifiusive of rivalry, 
Niiiirnd iiiimMlilpIy i.tiiiies « miirdprmis coiiimaiui, wliidi. however, 
Ahraliftiu lujipily f-ieapea.* \V 1 1 at won tier, l)ien. ilinl, im \\te great 

Iirogciiilrtr ami (lift lawgiver of lb« imiioii had llieir XiinroJ and 
'iiar.toti, a curwyfiJOtidiiig jHTsPcuIor was found for ihe rwlorer of 
Ihc iialioii, lliu Me--<iiiah, in thu jx^rson of Ilonx) ;~tJial rliU tyrant 
wax :!taid to Uarc been np|m!<«d of tl)c Meoaiah's liirih tiy wise iii«n, 
ami to hnru hiid unnrcit agaiiiftt liis lifr, from wiiii-Ji, howtvor, lie 
liajijiily I'swipes ? The aiKxjyjihal legend, iiidci'd, has iiitnidiiccHl 
an !niit:ition of this trait »l)rr its own ^tylOi into tlii^ hintoiy of the 
Kon,--runiKT ; he, too, is rmlnngen'*! by Herod's d«oit-f, a niuiinfatn 
is miraculously deft luunilcr to receive him and hi« inolhcr, but hi« 
liillier, refusing to point out the boy's liidingjilnco, is put to dcatlt.f 
Jesus esc5i]K'8 from thi- lioatllc altrm]>t» of Ht-rod by other mcaita 
than tliost- by which Moses, accofhtig to the moii&iv hislorj-, and 
Abmhant, according to the .Tcwij«li Irgi-nd. elude the dcevec issued 
against (hem ; namdy, by a flight out of his native Iniid. into Egypt. 
In flic life of Mosca also there occurs a flight into a foreign land ; 
not, however, daring his childhood, but nl^er lie bod slain the l^g>*|>- 
tinn, when, fearing the vengeance of Pharaoli, lie tnkeji refuOT in 
Slidinii (Exod. it, 15.). That reference was made to this fliglit of 
the iirst Goel in that of tlic second, our te.\t expivasly shonH, for 
the words, ivhicli it sitributcs to the nngel, who cncour.igea Joseph 
to return out of Egj'pt into Palestine, arc those by which Moaes is 
induced to return out of Midian into Egj-pt.J The choice of Egypt 
as a place of refuge for Jesus, may be explained in the aimpt^t 
manner: the young Messiah could not, like Mosca, flee ewin/' Egypt; 
hence, th'it bis history might not be <lestitutc of so significant a feat- 
nraas a connexion with Egypt, that ancient retreat of the patriarchs, 
(he relation waa reverse*!, and be was made to flee info Egv'jii, wliicli, 
beaidea, from its \icinity, was the most appropriate asyliim ii>r a 
fugitive from Judca. The prophetic passage wliicli the evangelist 
cilea from Iloaca xi. 1. Out of Kgypt haiv-l caiUd mij sun — 
is less avaihiblc for the ohiciJation of this purticnlar in our narrative^ 
For the immediate pmofa that the .lews referred ihi-i i«u-«*nge to the 
Uesaiah are very uncertain ;$ though, if we compare !«uch piiswage 
as Pa. ii. 7. in which tlic words nnx ""Ja {ffwu art tut/ aw;i) ni-c in- 
teqffi'led of the Messiah, it cannot appear iiicrohble that the cx- 
preitaion "^ (my eon) in Iloscawaa supposed lo have a nics»ianicj 
s^ification. 

■ JdlkQl ItulKul (mnt. at the paiMge dlcJ in Na. (i) : diirruiit iipinttt yimrvS i 
mitm r»i 7'fumjSHuj k'tc iptj Wv. ** ^uct iffrtuiu ft/ jn'jmlur, ^ai KtraHi-tfiit pni.-$m$ 
tt /"uliinim rrfulum ; ii titii jit-ifnrr-il, rUtur patri ipniwK 'Iiunux iir^<«/i» aan^ifw ylrn'j. rt 
veiulal ipiitm. (.'omp. Ilif iwtMC* of Ihv Antliic liuuk tuiitwl liv Tal-rii', Out. ]i<uud>'pi|[r. 
at np> t i'ratrr. JamM, r, xslL L 

I Ki. Iv. yj. LXX ; Vm. II. 30 1 

fl&Si^ aXiXii ttt AijvirTW, TiOvinam jip lfrpSilf—mpii<ou (If (^ '\apafiX- THh^l 

IV* raxy iwiiiiirk thai thr li>ii|>iut>riftla UU' of llx: plur.i1 U [hi cvuii;»li<:iil pdiMRe, oa^ 
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AraiRKt tliis tnythicnl dcrirntion of tlie iuirni(ir<>, )wo obje^ 
lions Tuivc boen recently urged. Firet, if the history of the etar 
origiriVlcd ill IJaLutra's prophecy, why, it is asked, does not 
Miitiix'vr, fond ii« he is of showing the faliilment of Old 'Festament 
prediMioiis in the life of Je«tis, mnkc- the ii1ighte«t alhuion to that 
prophecy ?• Bc<Mu«! it was not he who wore thia history out of 
the iMlcTuila fumighvd in tlic Old Testament ; he received it, ol- 
n«dy (iuhionod, front others, who did not commmtiottc to him its 
real oiigin. For tlic rcry reason that many iiamitiveii were tran*- 
mitfed to liim without their nppioiiTiiilc keys, lie soinetiinea tries 
fidse ones; n» in our norrntivr, in rclntion to tlie ItcthMieni iniLu 
Mere, be quotes, under a total misconception of the niissiige, Ji^re- 
tninb's inuiec of Kachol weeping for her children.! Thu other ol>- 
jection is this : how could the communities of Jewish Chrislinns, 
wlwnce this pretended mjthua muat have sprung, ascnhc so high 
nn im]>ortnnoc to tlte heathen us is implied in the star of the magi fX 
As if the prophets lud not, in such ]>assages as we Iwve (jnoteil, al- 
rcmly iLwriliwi to thein this importance, which, in fuel, consists bul 
in tltvir rendering homage and submission to the Mcsslnti, a rela- 
tion tliat niu.tt he allowed to correspond with tlic iduu of the Jewish 
Clu-istiaiis, not to apeak of the luuticubu- conditions on wtiich the 
heatfieii were to be admitted into the kine<Ioni of tlie Mcssiali. 

We must tlvercfore nblde by the niyllilciil iiiler^nelatlon of our 
narrative, and ci^mtent ourselves with gnihoriiig from il no particu- 
lar (iict in the life of Jesus, but only a new proof how strong woa 
tlie impression of Iits messiahship left by Jesus on the minds ol' his 
contemporariva, siiKc even the history of liia childhood received a 
niessiimie fonn.S 

I^ us now revert to the narrative of Luke, chap, ii., ao iar as 
it runs parallel with that of Slatlhcu*. V^'c liave seen that the 
narrative of Mnithcw doc« not aUow ua to preauppoao that of Luke 
as a scrica of prior incidents: still leas can llic convetao be true, 
namely, that the ma^ anivcd before the ahephonU: it remains then 
to be asked, whether the tn-o narratives do not aim to represent the 
same fiict, though they have riven it a different garb ? From the 
ohler orthodo:! opinion that the star in Slaltltew was an nngcl, it 
was an easy alcp to identify that apparition with the angel in Luke, 
and to suppose that the angels, wtio appeared to the riiopfaerds ck 
Bethlehem on the night of Uk binh ol Jcaus, were taken by the 
distant magi for a alar vertical to Judea.|| so that both tlie accounts 
might bo csdenlially correct. Of late, only one of tlte KvangellsU 

K. T. Cnrnm. *. lia Coop. sl*o Eiod. jr. 30 wiUi Uatt. 0. It, SI. ) VHc >. g. 
Sdiiltcnl. kaiw, H. p SOOl 

• TlMn^ nr B*(en»liU Jwi, f IS. Amo. 9. Itolflnann, & ica. i Cnmii. mj 
StnttM&driaK. I. l.&4*C;G>i>rK«.>.>9. ; XMnder, I. J. Ch. •. ST. | Sdikfci> 
■MObtr, (ai«r ■!•■ LMai, Il 47) (ii>laliii lbs namtin niiic>>niii8 ilw ouKi ■• ■ tfiti- 
bolkal one ; tnu h* •oarni la ttk* inta condilfnliMi tbr ftmaget Iram Um O. T. anil 
Mlitr BTltiiv, *hlck h*** • liwtaK « th> wljot, and by way af nlribatitin. bl« r«* 
pHltlmi at <«• lint ratj In (inanlltiu, at iMtlKr, mIh* • «TDag path. J UgliilMt, 
bma, p. 303. 
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haa been siippoaed to give the trae eircumatanoca, ami Luke lias 
h»d the |)reti!ience, ilAltbew'A narrative being regarded u an utn- 
beUiabed edition. 

According to tliis oj^inion, ihe ftngcl clothed in lie&venly Imgiit- 
noss, in Lulcc, became a Rinr in t)ia tradition rr^orded by Jlntllicw, 
the ideas of angels and ttLirit being confounded in tlie liij^lii^r J<^wi«h 
tlieolosj: the flliejiIienU wejv exalied into royal mnm, kiiig!! being 
in antiquity c-tUed tlie (iliepherd-i of tliiur ^too]>le.* Thin derivation 
is too elaborate to be |iroliabl(\ t:\cn were it true, an it ii* here an- 
Bomcd, that Lnke'it Ila^rativ(^ beam the stamp of hiitlorical (;redibil- 
ity. Ab, hovrevcT, wc conceive iliat via have provol the contrary, 
and as, con3ei|uciil]y> wc havo before U3 two 0[[uaUy unhiittorieul 
narratives, there is no rt.'aitoi) for ]>re-fen-ing a forced and unnatural 
derivation of Matthew's narrative from llisl of I^uke, to the very 
simple derivation which may bo traced tiurongh Old Tt'^[aini;nt p.^s- 
sages and Jewish notional. Thiuie two deacriptiona of the introtlnctiun 
of Jesus into tlie world, are, therefore, two variations on the juiinu 
theme, composed, havrt'.ver, quite inde|>endGiitly of eacli otlier. 



i 37. CHKOSOLOOICAL RELATION BBTWEKS THE VISIT OP THE UAGI, 

TOGETHER Wmi THE PLIOUT ISTO KGITT, ASD THE rBESENTATlOS 

IN TOE TEUPLE HECOBDBD BT LUKE. 

It baa been already remarked, that the narrstivc^ of )taltbew 
and Luke above considered at lirst run tolerably parallel, but after- 
wHids widely diverge ; for instead of the tragical catastrophe of llie 
massacre and flight, Luke has preiterved to us the peaceful scene 
of the presentation of the child Jesus in the temple. I^et us for the 
prosent shut onr eyes to the result of the preceding inquiry — the 
purely mythical character of Matthew's narrative — and ask : In wlut 
chronological relation could the preaentation in tlie temple stand to 
the visit of the magi and tiic flight into Egypt? 

Of these ocouTTCiiceH the only one that has a prcci-^e date is tii« 
prencntutiou in the templv, of which It hi said th.tl it took ]>luce at 
the expiration of the period appointed by tJie law for ilie purilicatioti 
of a mother, that is, according to Ix'^vit. xii. 2 — i, forty daya aflcr 
the birth of the child (Luke Ii. 22). The time of tlic other incidents 
i« not fixed with the same exactncsa ; it is merely siu<\ that the magi 
came to JcruBalcm, rw 'hjO'iv yiftt/Oii-ru^ Iv MifiXeifi (Mntt. ii. 1) — 
bow long after the birth the KvangelUt docs not decidf. A?, how- 
ever, the participle connects tho visit of tlie magi with the birth of 
the child, if not immediately, at leaat so closely that nothing of im- 
iwrtancc can be supposed to have intervened, some expositors ba%'w 
been led to tho opinion that llie visit ought to he regarded as prior 
to tho presentation in the temjile-f Admitting this arrangement we 

* ScbnKkcDliurtw, Obcr den rrnj-ruiiK dc> cnlcu kinaniKiiiiii Koii/i'linni* K, (i'J IT. 
f Thm, •. g. AuKiutin <lit o»ii»-n>u (vamccliitaruiii it. 3. Stuir, gpiuu. lead. lii. !j. 9G It 
SOiklu-l, iu llaniH'* Anhir. L I, .S. 2Iti IT. 
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iaw to reconcile it with one of two allcmativc!* : cither tlic flight 
inio Kgypt alao preceded th» presentslion in t!ie temple ; or, n'lJIc 
tl»e visit of the m^ precedeicC th* fligtit followwl that event. If 
wc ndopt the lalte-r altcmalive, and tliru.'it lite prcscntatioa in the 
teniplft liotvrecn the vi.tit of the magi and i!io tii-;!!!, we come into 
collision ftl once with the tpxt of Mallhew and t!io muUuiI relation 
of llic fiirlft. The evangelist eo)inecL4 the eotnmsnd to flee into 
^'•SyP^ with till: nituni of tlii^ niagi, by a participial construction 
{v. 13) *imiUr to that hy which he ooitneets the arrival of the oriental 
cngcs with tlti; birth of Jc^im; heitrc tho»e, whi> in the (me. instance 
hoM such n construolion to I>e a reumon for plaoiii;^ lite fventa which 
it associates in close «acccji.'<i<>n, diiihI in the oilier iiijila;ice be with- 
held by it from inserling n third iimim-iice Ix-lnveen lite vi.tit an<l 
the fliglit. Am rcK-inls the mulnnl relation of the fiiel.t, it can hardly 
be congidcrcl protjablc. tliat nt the vcrj- pnint of lime in which Jo- 
aepli TTCoii'cd a divtiic tntimalion, that he van* no longer safe in 
Bethlehem from the designs of Herod hr .thi^nld Iw j>emiiltc<l to 
take a journey to Jeru&alcm, and thus to nwh (lircctly into tlic lion's 
mouth. At all events, ihc strictest precauti'ins must.havc been en- 
joined on nil who were privy to the presence of liie messianic child 
in Jcnisidcm, lest a rumoar of the fact sliould get abroad. But 
there is no trace of tlila solicitous incognito in Luke's n.irrnttre ; on 
the contrary, not only docs Simeon call attention to Jesus in tho 
tempic. michfrkc'l cillicr by (be Holy Spirit or by the j>arenls, but 
Aniui also Iliinks she is scn-ing the good cause, by publishing as 
widely as possible tho tiding's of the Messiah's Inrth (Luke ii. '2S S, 
3d). It is true that she is said to have conlincd lior communicationa 
to tlio^ who were like-minded with herself (i^Xa ntpl airov irooi 
ToJf KjixwJirjTjp/i'iMf kvTputttv iv 'UfioveaJJtii), but this coul.l not hinder 
thein fntin reiu^liing titc earit of tlie llcnxli-'in parly, for the greater 
tlie ejceitimient produced by ouch new* on the minds of lltose tcho 
looked fvr rateriiplion, tlw mote would the vigihuice of the govcm- 
meut be arousctl, so tlwl Jewns ^vould inevitably foil into the hands 
of the tyrant wlio was lying in wait. 

Thus in any case, they who place the prftMcntation in the tempic 
after the visil of the magi, must al.*o di'ti-rniine to iKwt|»onc it until 
after tin- return from Kgj'pt. Hut ev.-n (hi.i amngtuncnt clashes 
witli the evangelical slalcmetit ; for it n.-<itiirT-J!i us to insert, between 
tlic birth of Jesus and hia prcscnlntion in the temple, the following 
crctits : the arrival of tliic mngi, ihc tlight into Kgypt, the Botlilchcm 
massacre, tile death of lleroiT, and the return ot the parenta of Je- 
sus out of Kg}-])l^-obviouHly ico niueJi to be includou in tlio Bpaee 
of forty daya. It must therefore be suppose^l that the pi-ejientation 
of the child, and the first api>caraiieo of the mother in the tcrr^c, 
wore procrastinafed beyon<l tne time appointed by the law. Thia 
expedient, however, r\xm counter to the narmtive of Luko, who cjt- 
praaly Bays, that the visit to the tempic took place at the legal 
lime. Uul in eilhot eoae the difficulty u tlic same; tlie parenta of 

U 
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Jc»ii3 could, Bcconling to Matthew's account, ns Iittl<! tliink of a jour- 
ncy to Jcrasalcra after their return from Kgypt, n« immwliatcly pre- 
rious to their dciiarturc thilbcT. For if Joscpli, on liU return fTOm 
Egjrpt was wamcd not to enter Judca, because .-Vrehelaus was He- 
rod's successor in that province, he would least of all venture to Jo- 
rusnlem, the very scat of the government. 

On neither of the above plans, therefore, will the presentation 
in the temple bear to be pbiced after tbo visit of the magi, and the 
only remaining alternative, which 13 embraced by the majority ot 
commcntalora,* ia to make the incident noticed W Luke preoodn 
both those narrated by Matthew. This is so far the moat natural, 
that in Matthew there U at l«aat an indirect intimation of a consider- 
able interval between the birth of Joaiia and the arrival of the magi. 
For we are told lliat Herod'.i decree included all the children in 
Bcthlobcm up to the age of two ycara; we must the,reforc nnccs- 
aarily infer, that even if llerod. to make sure of his oyect, exceeded 
the term lixcd by thu ma^i, the star had been visible to tlieM ait- 
Irologers for more than a year. Now the narrator seemn to HupjtoM 
the ap[>earan<« of tiie Miir to have beon cotcmporary wiili the hirtli 
of Jmu.-". Viewing the narrallve^ in ihU order, the |i»rerit.s of Jeiiu« 
first joumcyvd from lietldchem, where llie cliild waa boni, to ,Ieru- 
fudcm, there to present Hw legal offering:* ; they next letumed to 
licthlehcnj, where (neconliiig to Matt. li. 1 and fl.) they were found 
by the tnngi ; then followed the flight into Kgyptl, and after the re- 
turn from thenci', the settlement at Nazareth. The first and most 
urgent question thnt bcrc sugijcals itself is this: What had tlw 
pan-ntH of JvJsui to do a second time in Bethlehem, which was not 
tit«ir lioniv, and where their original business eoiinceled with the 
census must surelyhave been despatched in the space of forty days? 
The discussion of this question must be deferred, but wc can hnd 
Kn ample substitute for this argument, dran-n trom the nature of the 
fact, in one which rests on the words of the evangelical narrative. 
Lake (v. 39t says, in the most definite manner, that after the com- 
pletion of tlie legal observance, the parents of ircsus returned to 
Nazareth, as to tlieir proper home, not to Bethlehem, whicli, accord- 
ing to him was menOy a leHH>orary rcaidon<*.t If, then, the magi 
arrived after tlie prv--'entation in the temple, tliey must have met 
with the parents of Jcsua in Naiiareth, and not in Ikuhhdicrn, as 
Matthew states Mon-ovi-r, had tlm arrivitl of tlie maf;i really been 
preceded by the pn^utcnlation in the tcmnli;, togj-tbtu- with the atten- 
tion wliicb nniiil ba%-e been excited by the language of Simeon and 
Anna ; it is Impotoiblv that nt the period of thnt arrival the. birlli of 
the nicsslaiiic cliild could linvc Ifo^n ho much a .-secret in Jerusalem, 
tliat the unnoiincement of it by the m.-igi should be, tin Matthew 
rclateit, a source- of general nstoiiislimcnl.t 

* E, E. Il«^ GHChiollU Jeau, I. S. Al It Piuliu, OIihauHi. iu loc, t SAlltJnil, 
nl (Up. fb 'J'i'i. ! Thn Mini dilfi^runai u to Ilio cbronDlugloil rulitll>in of thf^ Iwu ioi'i- 
■linwuiiiu IkIwdcu tlm Iwu <lin>mn( UixUtiT Uis apocryphftl Look: lliMoiladg naviuiU 
Uatiil- vt ill inf. ^rv,, mm Ththi, jk itxt, iiuC 
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Tf, llw'P, the prcwnlntion of Jceus in tJic temple pan hare taken 
iJncc neither ciiHicT nor Istertbnii the visit of the magi nml the flight 
inio Kgypt ; nnd if ttiv fiiglit into Kgirjtt can linvc taken place n«ilner 
earlier iior later tliMi ttic prc^vntation in itic temple ; it is impossible 
that Imtti the£c occurrences really hnppcncJ, and, at tbc \try ut- 
most, only one ciin be hixtaricaL* 

To eK-iipc from tins dangerous dilemma, supranat oral ism has 
IjiteJr brrii iiiduci-d to take n freer po«ition, tluil by the surrender 
cf tvliflt i« ro longer tenable, lh*e irsiduc may bo ea\-ed. Ncandcr 
finds liimscU' constrained to admit, that neither did Luke tuion' any 
thing of wlint JIatthew communicates cx>iKcming the childhood of 
Jcsu^ n«r did the Greek editor of Matthew (to be dlslinguiahcd from 
the apostle) knov any thing of the events detniled by l<«ikc. But, 
be contcniis. it does iwt tliereforc follow that both the ditfcront se- 
ries of incidents csnnot have liaiipened-f Bv giving this luiri to the 
matter, the diiScuities arising troni tho woraH of tlie evangelist are 
certainly avoided ; not so, the difficaliics arising from the natare of 
the facts^ The liral evangelist ranges in close succession the vitit 
of the magi and the tlight mto Egypt, as tliougli no cliange of place 
hud intervened ; tlie author of tlte third gosjicl rrpTe.wnts tlic [isrents 
of Jctriis as returning witli tbc child, aflcr the presentation in the 
temple, directly to NaKarcih. We cannot, on this ground, argue 
faoin one evangelist against the other : for it is inadmis^ibh! to main- 
tain tliat certain events never tuppencd, because tlnty wete unknown 
to a Tcntote narrator. But viewing the two narrnlives in another 
li^t, nc jKrceive how improbable it is that, aflcr tho scene in tho 
Icinple, the birth of titc messianic cliild should be so entiiely uih 
known in Jerusalem as the conduct of Ucrod on the arrival of the 
mi^ implies ; how iitcredible (reversing the order of the events) that 
Joacpli alioukl be permitted to go to Jerusalem, with tlie cliild which 
Hood had juat aouglit to kill; Iww inconceivable, tinally. that tlte 
(arenta of Jestts fiiould have letiuTied to Bethlehem, after tlio pte»- 
en(atio:i in the tciiijJo ^of which mora bet«al>cr). All these difli- 
cultie*. lying in tlie naitire of the facts, diHiculliciK not less weighty 
than those conncctod with iIm words of the evangelists, still suusiftt 
in Keandcr'a exiilaiiatton, and pivive its inadequacy. 

Thus llie dilcnima above stated remains, and were wc compelled 
to ehoow under it, we sbotUd, in tlic present stage of our imjuiiy, 
on no account decide in favour of Matthews narrative, and a^inst 
that of Luke; on tlie contrary, as we liavc recognized the mytliical 
character of tlic Ibtmn', we should have no resource but to adhere, 
with our modem eriticA.t to tlic narrative of Luke, and surrender 
lliiit of MaiiiHiw. But is not Luke's narrative of the same nature 
as tliat of iluitlicw, and instead of having to choose bclwcen tho 

'Tliii tiKaiR[«iilJIIivor itMlvoHmciTH**! ftnMtot iiiacul]rpert«d bjHoi* 
iff«nrau i^ Chraliuilv' Kpi|duBiui nanw* Mia I'hUoMlrfwUtti. togKlwr <rtlk OdMW 
•lid rMfiliyrf (hum*. Ii>| t NhdiIh', UJ. CIl8.33, Aim. t ScUdMmMllcr, lib*r 
4(n Lj)ki*, S 17. tklmwkvlwrp*, ut r»p. 
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two, must WD not deny to l>otIi an historical cliaraclcr ? The anavrvr 
to this qucA^on will hu TouikI in the sucvccdiitg examination. 



S 38. TBK I-SESKXTATIOX OF JIlSCS l.V THK TKMI'IJt. 

The narrative of the ])i«8MiIalioii of Jceus in the temple (Luke 
ii. 22) 8i;uins, lit the fir^t gitinoe, lo Ixar n thoroughly lilstorical 
8tiLini|. A douhk law, on the one liiind [irwc-ribing to tlic mother 
an offuring of purifii'alion, on iht othtrr, requiring the redemption of 
the tirst-boni Bon, leads llie piirr-nU of Jesns lo Jcnisalem and to 
the temple. Hen: they iin*t wilh u devout niaii. absorbed in the 
cxpcetAtion of the Slessiidi, nnniw] Simeon. Mnny expositors hold 
this Simeon to be the same with the Itubbi Simeon, the son of Ilii- 
lel, Ilia suece«>aor as president of tJic Sanhedrim, ami the father of 
Gamaliel ; sonic even identify him H'ilh the Sameaa of .loscphn?,* 
and attach importance to his pretended descent from David, becan^te 
thia dcficeiit makes him it relative of Jesus, and helps to explain tl>e 
following Acr.rie naluruUy; but this bypotlic^iii is improlrable, for 
Ijuke would hardly have introduced so eelebraleJ a pereonagc by 
tlic minigrc designation, lif fi(juT(5f r<f, (a i^rlain m.-in.|) WJlliout thl* 
hyjiothiviis, however, the stent" Wlwcc:n tlic pjircntu of J''.i«u«and Si- 
meon, as also the jwirt played bj' Annn the proj)lie I (■!».■*, weiiij* to ad- 
mit of a very natural explanation. There is no iiee('»:«ity for suj>- 
poaing, witli the author of the Natural liisIory,J that Simeon wa^ 
pjcviously aware of the hope cherished by Slury that she wiw about 
to give birth to the Messiali ; we need oidy, nSlli Pnulus and others, 
conceive the facts in the following manner, ^iuimateil, like ma;iy 
of tliat |xTiod, wilh the hope of the speedy advent of the Messiah, 
Simeon receives, probably in a dream, the assurance that before his 
death he will be pcmiiltcd to sec the expected deliverer of hia na- 
tion. One day, m obedience to an irresistible impulses he visited 
the temple, and on this very day Mary brought tnithor her child, 
wlioxe beauty at once allraclcd his notice ; on learning the child's 
dejfcwit from David, the atleiiiion and inten'st of f^meon were cs- 
dtcd to « degn-« that indueed Mary lo disclose to him tlie hopes 
which were reposed on tliis scion of ancient royalty, with the cttni- 
ordinary occurrenct^s by which they lutd been calked into existence. 
These hopes Simeon embrjieed with contidcnee, and in enthusiastic 
language gave Htteruiicc to his messianic cxjHwtjition.'' and forebod- 
iifflji, under the conviction that they would be fuililled in thi.* child. 
SliU less do we need the supposition of the author of the Natural 
liistoiy witJi respect to Anno, namely, tliat she wiw one of the 
women who assisted nt the birth of the infant Jesus, and was thus 
acquainted beforehand with the miirvels and the ho)a-9 tliat hod 
clustered romid his cradle ; — she had heard tlie words of Simeon, 

* ADli<|, xiv. It. 4. xy, i. 1 an^l x. 4. \ Thu Kvang. KicodiHiii Inili-cit oalU him, c> 
Sii. 6 lUjnf iiiiiafaKaC. •"•I 'bv Prnlor. Jaiol'i, c ulr. iiuhn bliii a jitiual ur vvm bigb 
prist, vid, Varr. ap. ThUo Cod. Apoa. tf. T. I, 3. :!:i, eHnp, U0». { 1 'f^- &■ -''^ "■ 
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and 1>cing uiiiiuiled by tb« same flcntiiuents, she gave thom ha ap- 
proval. 

Simplt? as tliix oxpl.tiialion appears, it ia not )eii» arbitrary tluan 
we liavr nlrculv fiiiimi other Bpecimena of natural iiiK'.rjirolalioii. 
The cvnncclist non-ticic »»yg, tfiat the parents of Jcsn^ Iiad com- 
municjitednny thing conot^rriing ibe.ir extraordinary liopet to Simeon, 
before 1)0 poarc] forth his inspirod words ; on the contrary, the [toint 
of hU entire narrntivu n>TiHist:( in tlie idea tluil the agrJ mint liad, 
by virtue of the rpinl with whicli he wan tilled, inxIniiLineou^ly di»- 
cemeil in Jesus llio nie.iKi.inic child, and the rea-ion whv ilw. co-o[)cr- 
ation of tlic Holy Sjiirit in ini^istfcii on, h to niakp it evident Iww 
Kmoon was cnablol, witliout any previotis infonnatio<n, to recognise 
in Je«ati ihn promised chilil, and at tite Mune time to furvtcl tli« 
course of his ucflliiiy. Our canonical (io!<i>cI iWws Simeon's roco^ 
nilion of Jesua to a sopcnuitnnil ]irineiple n-sident in Simeon him- 
self; the Krangtlium hij'itnlit ttnihu-uin n-fi-ra it to somctlung 
objective in the »p|)camnce of Je.-'u*" — Cir tnore in tli« spirit of tltc 
Ori^al narrntivc than (he niitund intuq>rcintion, for it retains tbc 
miraculous element. But, s]>art from tbe general reasons ngaiiut 
the credibility of miraelei<, the adniLi.'tion of a miracle in this uislanoe 
ia attemUil with a wpeeial ditliciiliy, becauitc no worthy object for an 
extraordinary niaiiilei'tntion of ilivine [w>wer i.t rliKrove-rublc. For, 
that the nbo\"e occurrence during the intaiicy of Jtaus servwl to dis- 
Ecniinato and e!(tabli.<h in more distant eirele.^ tlie persuasion of his 
Mcssialishit>, there i.<( no indication; we must lliercforr, with ibc 
evangelist, limit tlw object of llwse ^upeniatural communicalioDB to 
Simeon and Anna, to wliu»c dcvont liopes tvns vouchsafed the special 
reward of hiiving tlicir ej-es enlightened to illscem the messianic child. 
Jlnl iliat miraehis sboulil be onlninvl for such occ.tsional and ti>oIat- 
cd objects, is not roconciicnble n-ilh ju»t ideas of divine providence. 

1 hus here again wc find roason to doubt the historical cliaractor 
of tlic nitrralive, especially as wc have Ibund by a prevtoua investi- 
gation tliat it is annexed to naimtivex purely mythic&L Simcoa'a 
lesO expressions, say some c<>mmeiil!itorj«. were probably these: 



Vi'oidd that I niigiit yet belwlii the newborn McsMah, even as I 
now bear lliis child in my annii '. — a simph; wi«h which ivas trana- 
fonned ex evcntu by tradition, into tlic positive enunciations now 
read in Loket. But this ex{iJnnaliou i» incomplete, for the reason 
why audi stories became current concerning Jesus, mnst be shown 
in the relative ]>o«ition of this portion of tlie rvnngeliod narrative, 
and in tlu: interest of i1h> ])riniilive Christian legend. As to tlic 
former, this scene at lite pn->ciilution of Jesua iu the temple is ob- 
viously parnllel wilb that at the circumcision ot' the Itapti.tt, nar- 
rated by the fiunc cvanjjelist ; for on both oecaaioos, at tlie inspiration 

* C*p. ft. ( KtotM iUwm Slmnm ■«« itiar- eabmma but* njulfftmltm, rMi Otmitui 
J/arim rirga, miUrr rjn. kJu wi run pi$lani,—H gfr tmmili^mml turn na^i iuAmr (ic- 
mK, (vMniUa ilfon itc. A|>. Thik^ ;>. 7|. I Ibn E. F*. Is lli« InatM^ «n (lie lira 
Am <lu]i(an U UaiUi. uij L.ab- In Ht«U* Ui^ X II;L SL 109 f. A *lmiUr bait- 
iD«niR ii in U«ttliU, S}'Mifu« tn 4 Evsug. S> 3. A K 
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of tixa Holy S|nril, God is pmiscd for tlic Initli of a nationa] de- 
liverer, and lli« ftiture (ilcsliiiy of tlic cliilJ is prophetically an- 
nounced, ill llic! ove cuEC l>3' the fathur, in tlm other by a devout 
ninmger. That this i^ccnc is in the former instance connected with 
tlie cinmmciaion, in the latter with the presentation in tlie templet 
seonis Jo be accitlental ; when however the legend had once, in rfr 
lalion to Jesus, so profusely adorned llie presciit.ttion in the Icniple, 
ttie cinninicision must be Jcft, as wc liarc above found it, without 
euibellixlimcnt. . 

As (0 tlie second spring in the formation of our namtive, namely, 
the interest of the Christian legend, it is easy to conceive ho«v tiiLi 
wonld act. tie who, as a man, so clearly proved himself to he the 
Messiah, must also, it was thought, even as a child hasc been re- 
cognisable in Ilia true character to an eye R-ndcred acute by the 
Holy Spirit ; he who at a later period, by his powerful words and 
deeds, manifested himaclf to be the )Son of God, must surely, eron 
before he could apeak or move with freedom, have borne the atiunp 
oi' divinity. Moreover if men, moved by t!ic Spirit of God, ao early 
pressed Jesufi witii love and reverenee in tlicir arma, then waa tlie 
spirit that animated him not aii impious oncL, aa his enemies alleged; 
and if a holy seer had predicted, along with the high ileatiny of 
JcsiiR, the conflict wlitch ho had to un<lergo, and the angubh whicli 
hia fate would caiLte liis mother,* then it was assuredly no chance, 
but a divine ]ilMn, that led him into the dcphta of abasement on tlie 
way to iiiH ultimate exaltation. 

ThU view of the narrative is thus countenanced positively by 
the nature of the faet, — and negatively by the difficulties attemling 
any other explanation. Ona cannot but wonder, therefore, how 
Scldeiermachci' <-nt\ he. iiiHueiiccd against it by an obaervation whieU 
did not prevent him from taking a similar view of the history of the 
Bapti»t*8 birih, namely, that the nan-alive is too natural to have 
been fabricated ;t and iiow Neandcr can argue against it, from ex- 
aggerated iilcas of the more unposing trails which the niythua would 
have substituted for our narrative. Far from allowing a purilici^ 
tion fur the mother of Jcaua, and a redemption for IiiDisolt^ to take 

I>lAce in the ordinary manner, Neandcr thinks the niythua would 
lave depicted an angelic apjiearance, intended to deter Mary or tlie 
priest from an observance inconsistent with the dignity of Jesus-t 
As though even the Christianity of Paul did not maintain that Christ 
was lam under tfut law. ytv6iifvoz imb vfifiov (Ool. iv. 4.); how mudi 
more then the Judaic Christianity whence the.se narratives are de- 
rived ! Aa ihougli Jesus himself had not, agreeably to liiis view of 
his poMtion. submitted to baptism, and according to tJie l^vangelist 

• Wiih (bf> woiA* of Simeon addrvsMil K. iUry : imi ena it oit^ r^v V*l^ *♦• 
Titicmii fo/i^a (V. 3-''i) eamp, Uic voidi In At ini'ulsuic puliii iif M>rrii". xxii. 31 : 
ft'aai dni (ioiitaiaf rtv ^jnixriy imi. f SdiluiaruiauliFr. (ibcr den Luka>, 1. 117. CumpaM 
no iba MliiT buixl lli« uLKrvaiiDiii in J IH, wilb UioM oT the luibon Uii-rs quuled, 
Mnl* 111. [ Ni'siidsr hii* (i. 31 t.J iniMikM Iht tpocij^lul for Uit mj'lhickl, u ha 
bad Iwfaia dooc llie iHKtinL 
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wltosc n^rratiro is in qaestion, withoat any nrevioua cx^wstnUtion 
on tlw part of tJic Baptist '. Of more n-cigot is SclJeicrmachcr's 
other observation, that supposing this naTtaiive to Uo mcrctv s po- 
etical creation, its author wouI<^ scarcely have pUccd t>v the side of 
Simeon Anna, of wliom he makca no poetical use, (ttill leas would 
be have cliaraclerizcd her with minuteness, after designaliny hia 
principal personage witli comparative negligence. But to represent 
the dignity of the child Jesus as being proclaimed by the mouth of 
tno witnessea, and c^spccially to associate a pToi>Ii«le.4d with the 
prophcl — this ia just the ayramclrical gronping that tlie legend loves. 
The deliiiled description of Anna may have Dceii taken tram a real 
person who, at iIk time when our narrati^'c origiiiatetl, wa.<< yel held 
in reinembraiiee for her distinguished piety. X* to the Kvangeliifi'it 
Omisaion to assign her any particular spoccli, it Li to be obscivod 
that her oRice is to spread abroad the glad news, while thai of Si- 
meon IK lo n-elcomc Jcius into the tem|Je : heiicr u.i the purl of the 
prophetess was to be performed behind llie .leiiiiiw, her prei-i«! words 
eooid not be given. As in a fumicr inataiict- SchleicTinarher au[>- 
ponee tlie Evangelist lo have received Jiia history from tlie lips of 
the ^Iieplierds, so here ho conceives him to have been indebted to 
Anna, of whose person he has so vivid a recoUcclion ; Neander ap- 
provea this opinion — not the only straw tlirown out by Scldeicr- 
roachcr, to wiiich thia thcolo^an lias clung in the cmergcndes of 
modem criticism. 

At this point also, where Luke's narrative leaves Jeaus for a 
•cries of yeara, there is a concluding sentence on tlw pn>i<[ieracu( 
growtli of^the cliild (v. 40); a similar sentence oceurii at the corre- 
»|ionding period in the life of the Uaptist, and botii recall the ana- 
Imcouk tbrni of ejijiression found iu the luslorv of Sainjison (Judg. 
xSi. 2-1 t). 



i. 89. JIETBOSPKCT — DlFFnnEXCE Btrrwr.RX MATTHEW AXD IXKE 
AS TO TUB OlUaiNAL BESIOP.S'CK OF THF. rAltK.STM UF JtlMIJS. 

Ik the foregoing examinalioun vm have called in question the 
historical credibilitv of the Gos|>cl narratives eoiio'niine the geneal- 
ogy, birili, and childhood of Jesus, on two grounds ; tirsl, hccauae 
the nairatives taken separately eoiitain iiiucn that will not lK»r an 
histoncal interpretation ; and svcondl}', brcauw the pamllel narra- 
tives of 3Iailhcw and Inikc exclude uicli otlwr, so that it is impoe- 
aible for both to be true, and one must neecMarily be falao; thii 
imputation however may attach lo cither, and conseqtiently to both. 
One of the contradictious between the two narratives extends from 
the coromenocment of the history* of llie chUdhood to tlie point we 
have now reached ; it has thereloro otten come in our way, but we 
have been unable hitherto to gi^'e it our consideration, because only 
now that we have completely reviewed the scenes in which it tigure*, 
bare wc materials enough on which lo found a just estimate of ita 
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w«iiicqiienw,f, Wc refer (o ihff tliv^^rgoiwy llint o.xisU belwMn 
Madtliaw- ami Luk«, m relulion Iw llic origiiiul tlwdliiig-pboc of tlwt 
panrntfl of .K-siw. 

Iiuke, froio Uic vciy iKaimiing of iii* Iiislor}', jiivcs Xauu«th 
■s tLe ubmli! of Josqih and Mnry; liciu ttic nngi^ aixi* Marv (i. 26); 
Iicre »■« iu«»t EUfipusc Mjiiy's Iiouite oi«of, lo t»c tfitiutlcd (i. '»G); 
fiom hciicc l!ip parents of Jc»ui» journey lo HciIiWk-hi on act'Otiiit 
of lite ci-n*HS (iL 4); ami hillKr, wlwn circumsIatKx-* |N-nnil, (iicy 
return u» to llidr orni city rtiAif awru>>- (v, 3!)). Tluw in l.nke, Na- 
zurelb is (;v!(lrQtly the ]>ro])cr reudcncc of tlic |xircnt» of J<-j<iim, au<l 
tlicy only visit IlcUiIclwm for a sbort time, owing to ft ca.iual cir- 
cumstance 

In XInttlicw. it 19 not elated in tbc firat instniii-o wlirKT Jowpli 
and Jljry ri*^i<]c(L According to ii. 1. Jcsug wan boni in Biiililclicm, 
and eincc no cjtlrftordinory circumstsiiccs aic mimI to liavc lud liU 
parents tliitlicr, it appears as if 3talthcw sappoecd llicm to have 
lK*n originally rc^dent in Detblchcm. Here Ik makes tlic parents 
with the chdil receive the visit of the magi ; tlicn follows the tiiglU 
into Egypt, on retaming from which Joseph is only deferred from 
•sain socking Judca by a special divine admonition, nhich directs 
hun to Naiai-cth in Cialilee (ii. 22). Tbia la^t particular renders 
oeslain what Itad belbra seemed probable, namelVi tiiat Jlntlhew did 
not with Luke 0up[Ki»o Naxaivili, but lieitdcuom. to have been 
the ori^ial dvi-elling-iilaec of tlit; {larent^ of Jcaua, and (hat be con- 
ceived their tinal M-.ttlimi-nt at Nazareth to bavo been the ie«ull of 
unforoaeen citx^uniEtlnnci-.t. 

Tliia coiilradici inn m generally glided over without suspicion. 
The reason of tliU lie,-* in ihe jieciiliar diaracter of Matthew's Gos- 
pel, a character on whicli u modem wrile-r Iia^t built tbo assertion 
ibal tlii.i Evangelist docs not eoniriidict Luke concemuig the oiigi- 
ital residence ol Ihc jiannits of Jesus, f»i' he aays nothing at all on 
the Kubjoct, troubling htmn-If as little aliout topographical .la cliron- 
otogical wcumey. fie mentions the bilrr abMR of Joseph and 
MaT>-, and the birlh-jilacc of Jesus, solely l)e<.T.'iuse it was possible 
to connect with them Old Testament propbwie^ ; o.» the abodo of 
the parents of Jesus prior to hia birth furnished no op|iortunity for a 
similar quotation, Matthew lias left it cutirvlj' unnoticed, an omission 
which hoHtvcr, in his slylc of iianation, i» no juoof that he waa 
ignorant of their abode, or that he sU]>Im)scj1 it to have Ixreii lietlde- 
bcm.* Hut even admitling that the silence of iMntthew on the ear- 
lier icsideiicc of the parentd of Jesus in Xnzjtreth, and on the jtecu- 
Uar cireumstanees tliat caused Uclhlcliem lo be his birth-plnee, proves 
nothing; yet the above 8up[x>i(itioR requires that the escJiango of 
Botblencm lor Nazareth should be so represented as to gite somo 
intiination, or at least to leave a poAsiluIity, that wc should undei^ 
stand Ihc former to be a meivly leinjMjrary abode, nnd tin- journey 
to the latter a reiurn homeward. Such an intimation tvould have 
* OUbaiuro, 1>il>l. Couiui. 1- 9. 113 C 
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l)OGn given. hn<1 Matflien- attrilnitvcl to tltc JU)«;clic«vtdon, tknt de- 
termined JoKCfih's settlement in Nnznreth allcr his rcluin from 
Kgypt. B«cli rotnniunicntions as tlic following: Rcluni now into tlw; 
land of Isrm^l and into joar nittive cily NasArclh, for thrrc is no 
fiirtbcr wvd of yonr ]>rcecnt?c tn Bcthlofacm. since tlic pro)>hccy lliat 
TOTxr moaslanic child should be bom in tbat place is already fullii- 
Icd. But aa M«ll!w;w is idlcgcd to be generally indifferent about 
londilios, wc will be niodi-ratp, and demand no positive intimation 
fn>in iiiio, but simply make the negative ia{uisition, that bo Bboold 
iiol nbiiolulely exeludc fhc idea, tlial Naxarelli n'a<i tbe original 
dwt^l ling-place of the ]»arcnt3 of Jeaiia. This rcritii:tiiion a'ouM be_ 
md if, instead of a apocial cause being xMiigned for tltc choice of 
Nuanlh as a residence, it bad bocn merely viiid tlml rlic parenU of 
Jcstts relumed I^dirioe direction into the bind of Ismt-l iind betook 
themscUvJt to Nazareth. It would certainly emnt nlirupl enough, 
if witlioul any preamble Nazareth were nil at once named insleiu] 
of BcthlclK'ni : of liiia our narralur want conscious, and for this rea- 
son he has detailed tbe caii.te.') litat Ic-d to the clulngt.^ {ii. 3^2). But 
instead of doing tlu<, as we hare sliowii that he must Itavc done it, 
had he, with Luke, known Nazareth to lie tlic original dwdlii^ 
place of till'. iMirciiIrt of .lesiw, his account has jirccijii-ly the opiKi«tc 
Dcaring, whivh undeniably proreiA that his eiiji;>ii-<ilion was tJic iw- 
vcrsc of Luke's, t'oi when Slattlu-w n-prvj^enl* Joseph on his r^ 
turn from Kg_vpl us lieing prerentcd from going to Judea solely by 
hia fear of ArclK-Iaus, be B«;ril>e.t to hint nn incluintion to proceed to 
tliat province — an incliitalion which is unaccountable if the affair of 
the census alone had luken him to ItcChli-lietn, and which is oidy to 
be explained by the sn{n>o«ilion that lie had formerly dwelt there. 
On the other Itand as Alalthcw makes the danger litim jVrchelatiS 
((ogetlier with the fullihncnt of u prophecy! the sole cause of the 
settlement of Joseph and llaiy at Nazorotli, he cannot have sup- 
posed that tliis was tlu'ir original liome, for in that case tliere would 
iiavc been an indepcjidcTitly decisive cause wliicb ivould have rcn- 
dereil .iny other BU]iertluous. 

Tiius the dilKculty of reconciling Matthew with Luke, m the 
piresenl instance, turns upon the impossibility of conceiving how 
the pareiita of Jcsos ooulo, on their return from Egj-pt, have it in 
contemplation to proceed • second lime to Bctbtelioni unless titis 

f>lacc had formerly been (heir home. The c9bns of coinincntatots 
Lovc accordingly been chiefly applied to the task of finding other 
iMumns for tiib existence of such an inclination in Joseph aiul Mary. 
Such efforts am of a very eaily date. Justin Jllartyr, holding by 
Luke, wIm, whih: ho decidedly atalcs Nazarctli to be tlic dweUing- 
pbtoc of the [Mreiits of Jcsos, yet doeii not repre«ctit Joseph as a 
complete >itnin}:cr in Uethleheni, (for he makes it the place from 
which he limydly tipranx.) seems I') su)i]iniie that Nasorelh was the 
dwelling- 1 iLitv, and Bethlehem the birlh-placc of Josejih,* and Crcd- 

• IHal. c Trjrpha, T8 1 Ja«tyk oaax tmm Saantk, irktn *« Beid, to BcUilchnn, 
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ner tliitiks Uiat this ]>n«sagu of Justin points oat tbi? source, and 
preMnU the rMioncilialion of the divergent statements of our two 
cvaiwulixt«.* But it la far from pnecnting a roconcilialion. Tor 
M KoMTCtli is still supposed to be tlie place which Joseph liad 
choecn lui his tioiiic no reason apjieara why, on hia return liroin 
Eg^t, l>c sliould all at once doairo to exchange hiit foni>cr rvaidence 
for liis hirth-pliu-c, especially as, accortling to Ju.stiii him.'ielf, the 
cause of his former journey to Itellilchcm liiul not been a iilaii of 
eottling tliere, but eiinnly the cenjins— -a ciiusn wiiidi, after tlie 
fligh^ DO longer exifitoa. Thn* iho statement of JiiKtiji leans to 
the side of Luke and doe.i not i^uflicc to bring him Into liannony 
with Iklatthew. 'I'Juii it wan the source of our two evangi'licnl ik> 
connti U still lea.* cpMiblo ; for how couhl the narrotive of Matthew, 
'wliicli mentions neilhcr Niuarcth ns a dwell ing-phiee, nor ihu census 
as tlie cau»e of « journey to Bctlilchcm, oriciiuUc in the stniemcnt 
of Justin, to which these facta arc esaentiaif. Arguing generally, 
wJicie on the one hand, there arc two diverging stutement*, on the 
other, an insulKcicnt attempt to combine them, it is certain that the 
iattcr is not ihc parent and the two former ila offspring, but vice 
versa. Moreover, in this department of altcnipting reconciliations, 
we have already, in connexion witli the genealogies, learned to cati- 
matc Justin or Jiia authorities. 

A more thorougli atten)})! at reconciliation is made in ihc £ean- 
fftiium dn niiitvitaU Maiits, and lias met with much approial from 
modem theologiaris. According to tUi* apoiTyphal hook, the house 
of Marys jwreiits \va.t al NiiKnretb, and nlihoiigli she waa brought 
up in the temple at Jeruiuileni and tbeiu e.ijiouited to .Toseph, she 
returned after tliis occurence to lier jiun'^nt:* in (ialilee. Joseph, on 
the contrary, wn» not only iHim at Betiilehem, as .luMtn seems to 
inliniate, hut also lived there^ and thithc-r brought hunie hia be- 
Irothed.t Hut this mo<Ie- of conciliation, unlike the other, ia fa- 
vourjd)le to Mntlhew and ilisiulvniitngcous to Luke. l-"or the census 
with its allcndant circumstances is left out, and neecMarily so, be- 
cause ii' Joseph were at home in Bcthlcheni, and only went to Naz- 
areth to fetch his bride, the ccnsua couJd not be renrcwaiied as tlie 
reason wliy he returned to Bethlehem, for he would hiive do:ie «0 
in tlie ordinary course of tilings, after a few days' nhwnee. Above 
all, had Bethlciicin been hia Iionie, he would not on his arrival have 
sought an inn where there was no room for him, but woiiUi have 
token Mary under hift own roof. Hence modem expositors who 
wish to avail themselves of the otitlet presented by the Rpocryphal 
book, and yet to save tlie cmnsu^ of I>uke fix>m rejection, main- 
tain that Joseph did indeed dwell, ftnd carry on hia trade, in BcJi* 

irb«M U ««*, lo lie enrollwl, uvtJ.^Xiitt ('luor^J aiii No^iir, Iv^aunit, ilf Mn»fili, 
Mop (t, i,injpitiiiaa^ai. Tbe worJi idoi iiv iiuclu hii»-»vi.r Iw uriiU-riluoit » ilt:iill>-inic 
niunlf thi> I'law nf l>u Irilir, i»ptiil»llj- If JuhIq". iddiiion l« mnuiliTrol : /V *u nr* 
mil ii/(JW rriU n/JadvU. B'*i-i iulmUi Muf land, iirO }ifi rfe mmuoieiK ri/v nv c»«>V 
fOJg 'liniia r4 ^iiiaf ^v. * Bultrljiv tur ICaWL In dai H. T. 1. 8. 117. 0>i»p- 1I'><^ 
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lehem, but tliat be poasesaed no lionsc of kia own in that place, find 
the censoa rocalUns dim tliitlier sooner than he had antkipaled, bo 
had not yet provided one* But Luke make^ it atvpcar, not iHil^ 
tluU ibe pareota of Jcaus wore not yet settled !n ucllJebem, but 
Ikal tlicy were not even denirous of settUn" there ; tliat, on the con- 
Inuy, it was tlieir intention to depart attfr the shortest pos.iit^e 
stay. Tliin oninion supposw great proverty on the part of Joaepli 
and Mary; OLiiiausen, on tlie oilier hand, prefers enriching tliem, 
for the Hake of concilialinj; tiie difTerencc tn question. He supposes 
tliat Oiey liud pnj^H-rly hotii in lieihlelicm and Nauuctli, anil could 
therefore Imve ncttli-d in cither pLice, but unknown eircumstuncc» 
inclined tlicin, on their return from Kg)iit, lo lix upon Bcllilthint, 
until the divine wunung catnc as n preveiiUvc. Thus OUluuuen 
declines pnrliculnrizing tlic reason why iC appeared dcsimble to tlic 

C rents of Ji-sus to settle in Bethlehem : hut llcydcnrcich and otlwn 
vc supplied his omission, by assuming that it must have seemed 
to them most titting for him, who was prc>«minently tlic Son of 
David, to be brought up in David's own city. 

Here, howKver, iheoiogiana would do well to take for their model 
the honesty of Ncander.t and to confess with him tliat of this inten- 
tion on the part of Joseph and )lavy tu settle at Betldehcm, and of 
tbo motives whidi induced them to give up the plan, Luke knows 
nothing, and that they rest on the authority of Matthew alone. But 
what rcitson does ^lattlieiv jireiii-nt for tilts alleged change of pUce ? 
The visit of Uie uiugi, ilie massacre of llie intantii, vLiiona in 
dreams — events whoso cvi<lciitly unhistorical chancier quile dis- 
qualifies tlbCm from serving as proofs of a change of residence on 
Uie part of the parvtils of Jefus. On the other Imnd Neunder, while 
contcssing tluit the author uf the liret Gospel was probably i^onmt 
of tlic pnrlieular circunislnnccs whicli, according to Luke, leu to tbo 
journey to Ucthlchcm, and hence took Bethlehem to be the original 
residence of the parents of Je^us, maintains tliat tlicrc may be an 
essential agreement between the two accounts though iJiat agree- 
ment did not exist in the eonsciousnesa of the ivrilcrs.} But, once 
more, what cause does Luke assign lor the journey (o Bethlehem ? 
The cemius, which our previous in veal igal ions liavc shown to be as 
frail a support for this statement, as the infanticide and Its conao- 
quenecs for that of Ktatthevr. ilencc hero again it b not poesiblo 
by admitting tlie iiuicquaintancc of tlie one narrator with what the 
otiier pn-:>ent» to vindicate the statcineiits of botli; since eadi lias 
against him, not only the ignorance of the other, but the iinproha> 
bility of his own narrative. 

But we must distinguish moie exactly the rcspccllTO as]M:cls and 
elements of llie two accounts. As. according to tlte above obser^ 
-rations, the change of residence on the part ol tlic parents of Jesus, 
is in ilatthcw so linked with the unhistorical data of the infautidde 

• Paulu*, mv- Ilii'lb. I, a. S. IT", i t'fbra ili« UiiiullaltMl dn AjrihlichM 
AuAsnmg u. L L I, S. 101. ; L. J Ch S. 3ii. 
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kikI tlie flight into Egypt, that witlimit thCM ew-ry caiiw! for the 
migralioii ai»ap|>ears. we turn to Luke's sccount, wliith tii:ikca the 
piirciil» of Je.sua reaidcnt in the wiinc pliicc, both after niiil before 
(Ihj birth of JesiiA. Hut in Luke, (he cinnitnstnncc of Josus Wing 
born in nnolhcr pliu^e lliau Ykhcre hiji pur^nts dvrelt, is msde to de- 
pend on nn event us iinliUtoriuil us the innn-cla of Mattlicw, namdy 
the census. If ihia be nmrendered, no motive remains that could u^- 
ducc the parents of Jei^u* to t/il«e a fomiiiUblc journey at so critical 
a period lor Mary, «iid in this vicii- of the case Matthew '3 repreaon- 
tation seems the more probable one. tliat Jesus waa boni in tlie 
home of liis parents and not in a strange plaec, Ililherto, however, 
we haTC only obtained the negative result, that the evangelical state- 
ments, according to which the parciila of Jesus lived at lirsl in au- 
Otbor place than that in whicli they suliscfiiiently settled, and Jewiis 
waa horn elsewhere than in the home of his parent.t, are destilittis 
of any guamiitec ; we have yet to seek for « postilivc conclusion by 
inquiring what was really the place of hix birth. 

On 1)119 iwint we are drawn in two ojiposite directions. In both 
Go»i>cl8 we tin<l llfllilehein .ilnled to he the birth-pl;icc of Jesus, 
nnd there is, as wc- have si-.en, no imi)ei!iment to our suppotfing that 
it was the habitual resilience of his parents; on the other hand, 
the two Gospda again concur in representing Nazareth as the ulti- 
mate dwellin^place of Joseph and his family, and it is only an nn- 
BUpported statement that Ibrbida na to regard it aa their original 
residence, and consequently aa the hirth-pUce of Jcaua, It would 
be impoaaible to decide between these contradictory ]>robabililiea 
were both cipially strong, but aa soon as the slightest incKiuality 
between them ia discovered, we are w.-irranted to fonn a eoneiiision. 
I^t us first test the opinion, that the Galilean city Nauiretli was the 
final residence of Jesus. This i^ not aupiKirted barely by the pa.";- 
sages inimi;diate]y under eons ider.it ion, in lh<^ 2nd chafili-rd of Mat- 
thew and Luke;^ — it rests on an nninlcrniplcd si^ie-t of data ilniirn 
from the GosjjcIs un<i from the earliest church history. Tlie Gali- 
lean, the Nsnarcue — were the cptphcts constantly applied to Jesus. 
As Jesus of Nazareth he was introduced by i'hilip to Nathaniel, 
whoso responsive question was, Can any good thing come out of Na- 
xarcth ? Nazareth is described, not only as the place where he waa 
brought up, ov j(v rt&pafmh'o^ ([juko iv. 16 f,), but also as his coun- 
try, Tarpif (Mull. xii. 3-1, Mark vi. i.). He was known among the 
jtupulace OS Jesus of Niuarc^'tb (Luke xviii. 37.), and invoked under 
this name by the demons (Mark L 24.). The inscription on the 
cross styles him a Naznrene (John x'tx. li).), and after hia resurrec- 
tion his apostles everywheie pioclaimeil him as Jesus of Nazareth 
(Acts li. 22.) and worked miniclcs in his name (Acts iii. 6.^ His 
disciple* luo were long called NnzaR-nes, ami it was not until a late 
twriod that this name was exclusively applied to a heretical accL* 
This appellation proves, if not that Jcsua w^ Una iu Nazareth, at 
* TmIuII. ad. UardoD. Iv. 8. Epiphao. b«r. xaJx. I. 
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leaat that lie ivsidcd in that place for a conwderaMe lime ; and «8, 
according to a probalilo tmdition (Luke iv. 1(5 1 parall.), .Te.4u.% dur- 
ing his puhlic lite, jwid but transiicnt \-i9it3 lo XaKarelh, this (irolonp^ 
ed residence must be referred to the earlier pnrt of his life, wliicli 
Jw pssaed in the boaom <^ his fiunil}'. Thus nli Gunily, at leaat hin 
narcnta, must liave lived in XaKarcth during his childliood ; and if 
it be admitted tli»I they once dwelt there, it follows tluit tlu>y dvrctt 
there nlwflys, for we have no historical groiuids for snpiiosiiij; a 
change of residence : so that tliis one of the two contradictor}- pro- 
positions has as uiuch certainty as ire can exjiect, in u fact belong 
u^ lo ao remote and obs<:ure a [lei-iod. 

Neither does the other proposition, Iiowevw, t3iAt Jc«iu was bom 
in Bethlehem, rest soIeJyonliie statement of our Go»]>cl]<; it issano 
lioncd by an exix-^tation, origiiuiting in a [rrophelic u»«sacc that 
the Mes.Htjih ivould be l)om »l Relhli'he.m, (Conip. with Afatt. ti. 5. f., 
John vii. 42). But thia i* a iliingcrous i^upport, which t]tvy wlw 
vr'iiii to rctjtin as hisloricnl the gospel stalctnent, that Jesus was 
boni in Jtcthlehein. will do well lo renounce. For wlicrcvcr wc find 
a narnitirc which recounts the nccoiJipIishmciit of a long-expected 
crcut, a slrong suspicion tnu^t arisen that the narrative ones its oii- 
gin solely to the pro-existent belief that tliat event would bo accom- 
plished. But our suspieion ia coiivt^irtcd into certainty when wc liud 
this belief to be groundless; and ibis is tlie case here, for the al- 
leged issue must have conlinncd n ialsc interpretation of a prophetic 
KBsage, Thus this prophetic evidence of the birth of Jcaus in 
'thlchein, deprives iJie historical evidence, whicli lica in the 2nd 
chapters of llaithcw and Luke, of its value, aince the latter seems 
to be built on the former, and consequently shares its falL Any 
other voucher for this fact is however sought in vain. No^Hierv eUe 
in the New Testament is the birth of Jesus at Ucthldicm ulcnlionl^d; 
nowhere does he appear in any reUtion with his alleged birtb-phicc. 
Of pay it the honour of a visit, which he yet docit not deny to tlie un* 
worthy Nnimrctli ; nowhere docs he npjical to the Ixu^l as a concomi- 
tant proof of his nicssiahsbi|>, although lie liad the most direel induce- 
ments to do 50, for many were re|iellcd from Iiim by hU ( iaiilean ori- 
gin, and defentled ibeir prejttdice by referring to the necessity that 
llw McMiali should come out of Itetldehem, the city of I>avid (John 
vii. -IS).* John docji not, it is true, say tluit tliese- objections were 
uttered in the presence of Jesn»;t but as, immediatly before, he hod 
annexed to a iliscour»e of Jesus a comment of his own, to the eflcct 
tiiat the Holy Ghost was not yet givMi, so here he might venr suit- 
ably have added, in cxpbmation of the doubts expressed by the 
people, tliat they did not yet know tlmt Jesus was bom in Belhlo- 
hem. Such an observation will be thought too sujwrlicial and trivial 
for an apostle like Jolin ; thus much however must bo admitted : he 
had occasion repeatedly to mention the popular notion tliat Jesus 

«CuiniL >LCh.I.8chmiat, LnSchml'tl-ttllL.IIolluik.a. I.S. int.; KalMC. UbI. Thnd, 
I, %. S30. j Oo Uiii llF/dtsnkli mu hi* d«rcAcc. L'tbtr die URBt-htnglgkitlL 1. 8.191 
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Wi« a native of Knureth, »nd the conseqnent prqiulioo ngiiinst him ; 
liad (ifi llien known otherwise, he must h»vc added a corroctivc re- 
mark, if he wished to avoid leaving the fill** inipn-wsion, ihiit lie also 
believed Jmo* to be a NaEarene. .An il i*, we tiiid Nntlisniiel, John 
i. 40, tdlegjns thia objection, wirhoiit liavjng his 0]itni'jii reclitied ci- 
ther mediate^ or immediately, for iie iiowiwre Icjinis lluit tJic good 
tMng did not really eome oiii of Niuinrelh, and the coiiylusion he ia 
left lo draw ts, that even out of Naisanrtli Mmiclhing good can come. 
In general, if Jesua weic rmiIIj- bo™ in Belhlehcm, though but for- 
tuitously, {according to Liike.V rpprcsentnfioii,) it is inconijtrchen- 
aiblc, considering the im{Mirtiin<% of this furt to the arfiele of liia mcs- 
eLahship, tliat even hU own aiDierents should always eflll him ihc Na- 
Karcne, instead of opiKxiiiig to this epithet, pronounced by his oppo- 
nents witli polemical emphasis, tlie honourable title of the Bcthlo- 
hemitc. 

Thua the evangclieal statement that Jesus n'as bom at Bethle- 
hem is destitute of all valid historical evidence ; iiny, it ia contra- 
vened by positive hietorical facts. We have seen reason to con- 
clude that the parcnta of Jesus hvcd at Nazareth, not only afler 
Iho hirlh of Jesus, but also, aa wc liave no counter evidence, prior 
(o that event, aJid tlial, no credible teatimony lo the contrary equat- 
ing, Jeaua was prolinbly not bom at any other place than the liome 
of his psirenls. With this twofold conclusion, the eupposition lliat 
Jesus was iMim at IMhle.hiun ia irreconcilcable : it can therefore 
cost us no further effort to decide that Jesus was born, not in Beth- 
lehem, but. as we hiiv« no trustworthy indications that jtoiiit else- 
where, in all probability at Naxareth. 

Tiie ridaiivw po:iilioii of the two evangelists on tlils [Hjinl may be 
thus staled, haeli of their accounts is parllv correct, and partly 
inc'irreet ; Luke is right in maintaining itie idetiliiy of the earlier 
with the hilcr residence of the panmts of Jesua, and he.reiii Matthew 
ia wrong; again, Matthew is right in maintaining the identity of iho 
birth-place of Jesus with the dwelling-place of hin parents, and here 
the eiTor is on the side of Luke. Furtlu-r, I-uke is enlin-ly correct 
in making the [larents of Jcaua reside in Nazareth licfure, as well as 
after, the birth of .Jesus, while 5tatthew has only linlf tlie tnitti, 
iianiely, that they were eaUblLibed there after his birth ; but in the 
BtAtemGut tliat Jvisu.s w.is born at IJellJehcm both are dccldedlv' 
WTOiig. The source of all tlie error of their nBriati%'cs, is the Jewisiu 
omiiion with which they fidl in, that the Messiah must be bom at 
liethlehcm; the source of all their truth, is the fact which lay before 
them, tliat he always passed for a Nazarenc; iinally, the cause of 
the various admixture of the inic and the false in both, and the 

Erepondcraiice of the latter in Matthew, ia the different position held 
y the two wrileia in relation lo the abore data. Two particulars 
were to be reconciled — the historical fact that Jesus was universally 
reputed to be a Nazarcne, and thi; prophetic requisition that, as 
Ucaaiah. he should he bom at Bethlehem. Matthew, or the h^saA 
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whicli he followed, inflacnccd hy Ihe mling tendency to apply tltc 
prophecies, observable in liis Godpcl, (.-ffeclvil ihc desired rcconeilin- 
tion in euch a maniwr. that iIk- greatest promincnec was given to 
Bel Me he 111, the locality pointed out by the prO{i)iet: tliie vms n>- 
prescntcd as the original home of the paieots of Jesus, and Naza- 
reth merely as a place of refuge, roconiiiifiudcd by a sulwcqucut turn 
of events. Luke, on the contraiy, more bent on bistoric doiaii, 
eillier adopted or cieated that form of the legend, which attachca the 
grcalcdit importance to Nnzarcih. making it the original direlling- 

Elace of the parents of Jgsub, and regarding the sojourn in Bclo- 
■luan as a IcinpORiiy one, the consequence of a casual occurrence. 
Sucli being tlie slate of tlte case, no one, we imagine, will be 
inclined either willi Scldeiemiacber,' to leave the (|ue»tion concern- 
ing tlte relation of tlic two iiamtiveit to Ihe rml fiict.-t undocided, or 
with SiolTcrtit to pronounce exclusively in favour of Luke.J 



CHAPTER V. 
THE FIBS1' VISIT TO TUK TKMfLG, AND TQK KDUCATION OP 



S 40. JESPS, WOES TWELVE TEARS OLD, IS THE TEMI'LI'- 

The Oo!i[)el of 3tattbew passes in silence over tlie entire period 
from Ibe return of the parents of Jesun out of Egypt, to the baptism 
of Jfjiiis by John; and even Luke ba.i nothing to tell us of the long 
interval lietwe^^ii the early diildliood of Jesus and his maturity, 
bej-oiMl a .fiiiglc incident — lii.n deciieanoor on a visit to (lie tenijilc m 
bis IweJfth ye.-u- (ii. 4 1 — 52). This anecdote, out of the early yoiitli 
of Jesus i*, »* McKs ho^ (itily rcniai'kcd,$ distinguifhed from the 
njuratives hillierto conitidervtU lidouglng to his childliood, by the 
circumstance Ibat Jesos »0 longer, as in the latter, liokls a merely 
passive position, hut pre»cnts an active iiroof of his high destination; 
a proof wliich has always Iiei'n c»iK'cinlly valued, as indicating llie 
luoment in which the con»eiousncits of ttmt destination was kindled 
in Jesos. II 

la his twelfth year, the pedod at which, acooiding to Jewish 

* ITcbtr itn tnku, S. 49. Tlurv U a rfmlUr hniuiioo In 1l»ilv. Bincnphic Jam, 
g. IS. t Vthti <kn Loprung D. i. »., S. 68 f. u. S. Iftp. J Onip. Aninwn. Forildl. 
auns. I. S. 191 K; Ut Wcae, cxi«<t. llaDiTb., I, ), 8. S4 ti Gtursr, S. »< C That 
■Unrrtnt iiatntun tOMj gh« rflffiiRfit *ii|Jin*Iiu(ii oT Ihn Hnw tieU moA ilui iboe dir- 
fcrvnl tipUniUafu nuj tAwwanli Iw uoltoil in ono book. Ii prcvcd l>j manj uanipln 
to Uu O. T. Thui iu CnuNa, Ititrr ilcrivaUon* art gfvn ol the aaiiiu ol Iiml-i lira 
of Ihat or J■flll^CIIr. S(l livit, l<i), and as oT Edoni u»t Un'nlKlia (xxvL 3a). Cnaip. 
Da WrtW, KriUk Aur mca tittth.. ^. 1 10^ t IS II.. uul my MniUKhiirLvn. 1, I, S. S3 A 
I na% Unlt'tdili J«u, I, S. III). I OkliaUKn, liiU. Cumni. 1,5. IIA I. 
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nwgc the boy became capable of nn independcnl [lanicipation in 
tlu: sncml rit<.'S, tlic parents of Jcsue, as this luurniivf- infomi.i ua, 
took him i'or the lirat times to the Pafesover. At the expiration of 
th« feast, the parentii bent their way hotiiewftrdn: tliut their son 
was niis^ng gave tlieiti no imnic^ate anxiety, botaiise they tmp- 
pOHcd him to be anioii^ their travelling coiniwniouw, uml it wait not 
until after tliey hail iicTOiiiijliBhed a day s jtujrney, and in vain .tought 
tlieir eon among itit^ir kiimfiilk and aciiuaintance, thiit thi-y turned 
back to Jcni.-<alem lo look for him tkcre^ This conduct on the part 
of the parents of Jc«us may with rea»on c:(cittt snqiriiie. It secmii 
incoii.4 intent with tlie carrfulne^s which it has been tlioiigiil incunib- 
ent on u» lo attribute to them, that they should luive allowed the 
divine child cntraslcd to their keejiing, to nrmain so long out of 
iheir sight ;riu) hence thcyhax'O on msny sides been iieeuwid of 
neglect a;id a dcixJiQlion of dutV) in the instance before us.' It liax 
been lu-ecd, as a general consiaeration in vindication of Joseph and 
lltuy, that tlic greater freedom permitted to tlie boy is easily eon- 
oeJvsblc aa part of a liberal method of education ;| hut even accord- 
ing lo our modem idcaii, it would seem more than liberal for parents 
lo let a boy of twelve years remain out of (heir sidit during so long 
an interval ati our narrative »up|>osei«; liow far leas rceoiicileable 
iQuat it tlieii l>c wiih the more rigid vi<^w:i of education held by the 
ancient^ not excepting the Jews? It is nMuarked however, that 
viewing ilie ciwc as nn extraordinary one^ the iiarent* of Jesiis knew 
their <;liild, and they could therefore very well eonti<le in his under- 
standing and character, so far as to be in no fear that any danger 
would accrue to him from his untisual freedom ;{ but n'c can i)er- 
ccive from ihcir subsequent anxiety, tliat ihcy were not so entirely 
nt case on thut head. Thus their conduct must be admitted to be 
such as ivc should not have anticipated : but it is not consequently 
incredible, nor doea it suffice to itndcr the entire narrative improb- 
able, for the parent* of Jcaus are no saiuta to us, that wc should 
Dot impute to them any fault. 

Hctumetl to Ji^usidcni, ihey find tWir «on on tlie third day in 
the temple, doublh-xs in one of the outer halb, in the midst of an 
assembly of doctors, engiigi'il in a eonvcniation with tlieni, and ex- 
citing universtil astonif-htm-nt (v. 45 f.) From soinc indications it 
would fiCem that Jesus held n higher position in the pre.wuce of th© 
doctors, than could belong lo a boy of twelve yeiu'^ The word 
K^t^ifxrov (^silting) has excited scruples, for according to Jewish 
records, it nas not until aAcr the death of the Babbi Gamaliel, on 
event long auhscouent to the one described in our narrative, that the 
pupils of tlie rahhins sat, they having previously been ri'ijuired tO 
Standi when in the school ; hut this .lewisli tradition is of doubtful 
BStltorily-U It has aUo been thought a difficulty, that Jesus doe.i 

■ OlibaiiMD, ut tup, 1. It'll), t Hun, t.«lwn Jou, f ^7. ] llcyjpnnlvli, tibrr din 
Ui]EUlli4lgkcilii.i.r. 1,S. 10<(. )ll*|[itUh,r. 31,apiiill.it[la'uul'<i luc | YId, KiilaOt, 
tD Luc |h 353 
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not merely hear the doctors, bat also aska them qiM»tion.s tliiui a}*- 
pearing to assumo the position of their teacher, fiach iit in<lnbcl lite 
representation of the apociTphal Gospels, for in thein Jesus, before 
he is twelve jears old, pequcxcs all ttie doctor.4 hy Iiia questions,* 
and reveolit to lua instructor in the alphabet the tnj8lK.il ntgnilinncc 
of tlio chnnclers :t while at tlie above visit to the temple )ir proixffica 
OOntrovemial ijuc^tionft,} hiicIi m» tluit toiieliing tliu Messiah's lx;ing 
at onoo I>»viii'A 8on and Lord, (Mattli. xxii. 41) and proceeds to 
throw light on all d4!partni<;ntji «f knowJcil^.S If the expressions 
fpuT&v and inoKptvtaOat implied that Je»u» played the part of a 
teacher in ttiia scene, bo unnattinil a f(.-atare in the cranguical nar- 
rative would render the whole EUspietous.U But there ia nothing to 
render thia inteipictation of the words necessary, for according to 
Jewish custom, rabbinical teaching was of such a kind tiiat not oidy 
did the niasters interrogate the pupils, but the papib interrogated 
the niaitten), when they wished for explanations on any poinLf We 
may nilli ihe more probahilily suppose that the writer intended lo 
allriltute lo JeMitt aucii rjuestions aa suited a boy, bei.^u.4C he, ap[»a- 
rently not williout dciiign, retera the astonishment of the doctor^ iwt 
lo his qimtlionit, but to that in which ho could best tAiow himself in 
tlie licht <if an inlclligent pupil — namely, to his answen*. A more 
formiualilc diDiculty ia the slalemenf. tliat the Iwy Ji-^us Ml m Me 
mit/»t of the doctors, iv }iiai^ -njv diiaoKOMin: For wc Icam from 
Paul (Acts .vxii. 3.) the position that tjccume a pnpil, when he saya 
that he was brought up at th^feet i^apH Tovg r.Ma^ of Gamaliel : it 
beiiiff the custom for tnc rabbins to be placed on cjiairs, while their 
papUa sat on the ground/" and did not fake then- places among their 
maslcra. It hna indeed been thought that i* fUou might be so ex- 
plained as to aignity, either that Jouii »at between the doctor^ 
who are aupt>osed to have i)ef.ii elevated on chaint, while .Tcbob 
and tlte oilier pupils are pictured as silting on liic {n-ouiid between 
thcm,tt or merely that he was in the coni|iany of doctors, that ia, 
In tlie synagogue ;JJ but aceordiirg to tltc itlrict •cnse of die words, 
the exprejt.-itOTi KoOi^foOai iv fU^ ni-ui- apjM-jirs lo «eiiify, if not 
as Schoitgcn I«lievejt,$$ i/i mojorem Jofu ijloriam, a place of pre- 
entitienl honour, iit leaxl a position of equal dignity with tliat oc- 
cupied by tlie re^l. It need only be uvfced, would it harmonize 
with (he spirit of our iiaTnilive to subartitutc KoStiiOfuvw mpi roiit 
irMsf ruv &i6aaiuiXuv for KoB. Iv ftiou r. A? the answer will cer- 
tainly be in the negative, and it will then be inevitable to ad- 
mit, that our narrative placea .Tcsus in another relation to the doc- 
tors tliau tliat of a learner, though the latter is the only natoral 
<mc for a boy of twelve, however highly gifted. For Ouhauseo'a 



* Enng. Tbmnit, «. *i C A p. ThDai p. 38S IT, aail Bvu^ hihiiL onb, *, xMll, 
p.|!S.TIilIo. t !>■>■<■ : Evang. Inbnc. anb. o I. { llilJ. t. I. mJU; noip, vr. Tko. 
Dur, c. ail. I (ibluufca cunfirui* Uib, S. l.'il. ^ Fur proof* (t, g, II1>^ru> TubiU^ 
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jwaition,* — Il)»l in Jcsim notliiiiff was formed from witlioiit, hy 
iiiittniiRcri III lily of wtioitivr's wistlom, liwjiusc this wouM hn incon- 
si^tonl n-itli tliccIuiracliTuf lIlcM«^^>^l), a? absolutely ^cltVlctcni) in* 
cil, — coiilradicts a dogma of tlio cLurcb which lie himecll' adv.inceit, 
itamGlj-, that Jesus in li» manilrslnticm u man, fgllownl the rrgubir 
course of human dcvclo]>mont. For not only is it in th« nature of 
tliis dcv«Iopn>cnl to he graduid, but also, and still morQ csspiiiially, 
to be dcfwndcut, whether it be mental or jjhysicaJ, on the iiitor- 
change ot leceplion and inllucncc. To deny this in relation to tlic 
pbyaicatl life ot Jesus — to say, for cxsmptc, that the food wliioh hn 
look did not eervc for the noiirishnient and growth of his boily ity 
naJ aimimilation, but morelv fumtahed occasion for him to n-jModuee 
himiielf from williin, woulil sirike every one as liacvti^m; uiid i* 
the aimIt.'j:ou.t jirojioiiition in ichition to hi.t Kpirltiiiil development, 
luimi^Iy, (Tint lie a]>[iropri!itod nothing from without, ami usnl what 
lie hcani from others merely as a voice to evoki- ono Inith after an- 
otlicr from the rccw>»«» of his own mind — is this anything else than 
a more reliuudi Uoceti^m 1 Truly, if we nf leniut to f inn a conception 
of llic convcrswtion of Jesus with the diX-tors iii the temple aceording 
to this theory, wc make nnylhing hut a iiatunil scene of it. It U 
not to he supposed that he tnught, nor i>roperly speaking that bt 
was taught, but that the discourse of the doctors merely gave an Im- 
petus to his power of teaching himself, and was the oeeasion for an 
€ver-brigbtcning light to its« upon him, especially on the subject of 
Iiis own distillation. But in that case he would certainly have 
given utterance to his newly aenuiied knowledge ; so that the iw.ii- 
tion of a teacher on the part of tlie boy would reluni u|)on ui, a [lo- 
sition which Obhauscn himself pronounces to be prepoatcious. At 
least such lui indirect mode of leaching is involved as Ne^.i tiub- 
scriWsf o, wln'-n he suriposea that Jeans, Kven thus early, made the Hrst 
atlcnipt to combat the prejudices wliich swayed in'tlio »ynagogue, 
exposing to the doctors, by means of goo<l-hunioun>d i^ucjitioiis and 
requests for explanation, sueh as aro willingly permitieil to a hoy, 
tiui weakness of many of their dogmas,* But even sueli a position 
on tlic part of a hoy of twelve, is inconsistent with the tnie proces>« 
of human development, through which it hehoveJ the God-Man him- 
self to pass. Diseourse of lni» kind fiiom a Iwy must, we grant, 
have excited the astonishment of all the hearers; nevertheless the 
expreauon t^oravro -ndvrt^ ul dKotovrtt aiiroS (v. 47.), looku too 
much like a pancgyiieal formula.^ 

The narrative proceeds to tell us how the mother of Jesus re- 
proached iier eon when she had found him thus, asking him why ho 
Iiad not sjMuod liU parents the anguish of tlicir sorrowful search? 

• Rihl. C<)nim. |), l.'-l. f tinwIiidiU Jon, S. I Vi. | In the iliiilUr UmUUI tlm 
which JoH'pliu* Ki<'n <» 'i' l><""wlr nhnn Tiiurl'^n, it la ni>/ tu drunrii llio ■xninpinulun 
nt a MU<<xiaiplncvnl tn*^. Kifr. 2 : ^nmirr, lekin t ifti> ti rhiLt, om' tboiU JvirrtttA 
gtan 1^ "sr, I vat foniuiriHlrd Ay n/J /or lit inw f kn.i r.i Ittminp, on uUfi niynanl Hit 
SijrH prittU iukI frif-iiKil i*™ »/ lAt lily eamt Ihrrt jn-juinllf lit am tapt^, iamlir (• 



pnurr twit tx> the tempt.p. 

To Itis .Tasua rPtnnis an .inovfcr n-liich fctnnn ififf point of ihc i-ntire 
[uiTTativc : he A*k» wlicllicr tlicy might not haw known that lie wms 
to be songlit nowhere else tlum in the lioum> of hi* FulJicr, in tbo 
temple ? {v. -IS f.) Oin! mi^it be in<'Iine<l tn un<UTiiliu»d tJiia dc- 
nignalion of iloA as to6 sot^ gviwrally, «» implying tlut CJod w»a 
llie Falhor ftf nil mm, nrnl only in tliis sense the tather of Jesua. 
Hut till* inleT]iivtntion is fcultddcn, not only by the addition of the 
pronotin j"oB, the nllo^■c ecnsc requiring ^tnHv (jks in Halt. vi. 9.), liiil 
elill more absolutclv by the circumstance that the parents of Jcau9 
did not understand these words (v. 50), a dceidoa indicslion that 
lltey must tia\'c a special inenning, wbicn ean here be no other than 
the tnyslciy of the Iklessialuhip of .Tcsua, who as Ueasiah, waa 
vl^C"^ in a peculiar sense. But thnt Jesus in Iiis twelfth year 
had already the conaciotuineaa of bis Slessiahship is a position n'liicli, 
alliiougii it may be consijilcnlly adopted from tne ortnodox point of 
view, and although it is not opposctt to the regular human fonn of 
the development of Jcsuft, whidi even orthodoxy maintaino, we tav 
not here bound to examiitc. So also the natural csplanalion, whii-h 
ret.iiiia the above narrative aa a history, tliongli void of ihc miracu- 
Jous, and which accordingly sujiposes the parents of ,Tcau8, owing to 
a particular combination of eircnnistances, to have come even before 
his birth to a conviction of hia Me^saiabahip, and to have instillcil 
this conviction into their son from his earliest childhood. — ihi* (oo 
may make it )>Iain how Jesns could be so clear as to his me:<.iianic 
relation to God ; but it can only do so by the hypolheais of an un- 
precedented owncidence of cxtmonlinary accidents. We, on Ihc 
contrary, who have renounced the prcvioiLt Incide-iita aa historiatt, 
eUber in tiie stipcnuitaral or the nnlumi s^nse, are unable lo com* 
prebend how the consciousness of his mcK^ianic deitiinulioii could 
Ik^ to wirly developed in Jesus. Kor though the con!«;ii)ii!»nc*» of a 
more subjeelivc vocation, as that of n poet or an artist, which is 
dependent solely on tl»c intcmnl gifte of l!ie individual, (gifts wliidt 
cannot long remain latent,) may possibly be awakened very early; 
an objeelivc vocation, in which the conditions of external reality are 
a chief co-operator, as the vocation of the staleiman, the general, 
the reformer of rclijjion, can lianily be »o early evident to the most 
highly cntlowcd individual, beeuuse for this a knowledge of con- 
tcmjiortiry circTimslancca would be requisite, which only loi^ obser- 
vation and mature e:<pcricnce can confer. Of the latter ktii<l is the 
vocation of the Uesai^h, and if this is implied in tlw words by which 
Jesua m his twelfth year justitied bis Ungering in the Icmjilc, be 
cannot have uttered lite words at that wriod. 

In aiiotlier juint of view alio, it is worthy of notice that the 
jrareiits of Jtwvii are laiid (v. 50) not to have un<leTstood the words 
which lie »ddieA«c<l to ilicin. What did ibcec words signilyf That 
Ood was his Father, in who»e Iiouac it behoved him to be. Out 
tiiat her son would in a xpeciftc Hen.<«G be called a viif Oeov had been 
alreoiiy made known lo Slory by the annunciating angel (Luke i. 32. 
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36), and that he iroali] bni-o a peculiar r«UlIon to the inmijle ulie 
Riiglit infer, both fiom the above tille, ami from tlie striking recep- 
tion which lie lud met with at hia fintt prencnlation in llio temjilfi, 
when yet an in£uit. Tlifi pnrenta of Jeaux. Dr at Ityixl Mary, of 
whom it is repeatedly noticed tliat iihe ciirefiilly kept in her heart 
the extraordinary commtinioalioiiit oonconiing lu-r son, oiighl not to 
hav« been in the dark a shigle moment tut lo ihc luoanmg of liia 
language on Ibis occai^ion. Itut cvnn at the pre»Rnlntioii in the 
temple, we are told ibat Ihi: parentit of JeNiis murvcUi-d at the diA- 
counte of Simeon (v, 3:i.), wiiidi is merely saying In olher words 
thai (hey did nut nnderiiland bini. And their wonder is not referred 
to tlie declaration of 8inic»n that thoir Iwy would be a t:ilu»ti not 
Only of ihc ri.-'ing agabi, but of tb<-. fall of many in ]»rad, and that 
a awOrd would pierce through the heart of hin motinT (an asjxsct of 
hia vocniion nnd ilcntiny on wbicb nothing hud pro iously l>wu tom- 
municalci] to tlic parents of Jej«u.i. ami at whidi therelor*? thi-y might 
naturally wonder) ; for thwo disclosurea arc not made by Simeon 
until ufttT tbc wonder of tliu parents, which ia caused only by Si- 
ineon'a cxpreasiona of joy at the aight of the Saviour, who would 
be the glory of Israel, and a light even to the Gcnliles. And liere 
again iboro ia no intimation that the wonder was excited by the idea 
that Jesus woidd bear this relation to the heathens. wJiich indeed it 
could not well he, since this more extended di«lination of llie Mes- 
siah Iiad been predicted in tbc Old Testament, There rcniaina there- 
fore as a reason for the wonder in queation, merely the fact of the 
child's Slcssialiship, declared by Simeon ; a foct which had been long 
am announced to tbcui by angela, and which was acknowledged bj^ 
llaiy in her song of praise. W'c have just a parallel difficulty in 
the present case, it being as ineonceivahle that the parctila of Jcaua 
should not understand Tiia allusion lo hiii nicsaianic cliaractcr, its 
that tliey should wonder at the declaration of it by Simeon. Wc 
must therefore draw thia conclusion : if the parenlti of Jesus did not 
understand tlic»e expresition^ of their son when twehe years old* 
ihotte earlier commnnicaliou» cannot have hapjiened; or, if the 
earlier com munieationri really oci:urTcd, the subsequent expteaaions 
of Jesus connot have remained inconipridiensiblc to them. Having 
done away with thoni! earlier tncidunls at, iii.storical, wc might con- 
tent ouraelvca with this later wimt of comprehension, were it not 
liiir to mistrust the whole of a narrative whose later jwrlions agree 
HO ill with the prc-ceiiing. For it i» tlie eluirjwter not of an historical 
record, but of a marvellous legt^nii, to reiircsetil its personagt-s as ao 
pcnnancnlly in a Btalc of wonder, that Uicy not only at liie first 
appearance of the extraordinary, but even at the seeomi, third, 
tenth repetition, when one would expect them to be familiarir.ed with 
it, continually arc astonished and do not understand — obviously 
with the view of csniling tJic more highly the tlivine im|tartation 
by thia lasting incomprehensiblcncss. So, to draw an example from 
the later history of Jcaus, llic dinnc decree of Ids suH'ering and 
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^Alh la £ct forlli in all iu loftiness in Uie evongclied najTstiwe by 
the circmuaiaiice, that even the rcpcatwl, explicit diadoeurcs of Je- 
au3 on this auBject, renrain tlirougbout incomprchcnirible to llie di.*- 
ciples ; as liere llie my.icery of llic ilct»inh«bip of Josua is exalted 
by tliv cireit instance, thai his paicntx, oHvn as it lias been an- 
nouni»<] to tlicm, tit evf.ry fresh won! on the subject uc aatonishe4 
siww KHil do not iindvistjuid. 

The twofold form of cotKlnsion. tliat the niotlicr of Jesus kejrt 
ftll tltcK sayings in bcr hctirl ^r. 5[), and that tlio boy grew in wi.<- 
dom and stature, and so forth, we have already recognised ms a 
lavouritc form of conclusion and transition iu the beroic Ic^jmI of 
the Hebrews ; in particular, that which relates to llio growth of the 
boy is almost verbally parallel with a pa«iuigc relating to Samuel, 
as in two former instances similar expa'x^ions apiKuireil to ha^'c 
been borrowed from the history of Sun»on.' 



i. 41. TUI3 XABlCATIMi ALSO UYTUICAL. 

THfS here agaui we miLst acknowledge tlic influence of the le- 
gend; but as the main part of the incident Li llioniDcblr nnttinl, 
wc might in this uiatance prefer tbo middle connie, ana after diaeii- 
gi^ng the mylliical, seek to ]ireserve a retiidne of history. "Wa 
mi^t suppose that the jnrents of Jesus really took their son to Je- 
nualcm id his ciu'ly youUi, and tliat afti^r iiaring lost sight of him, 
(probably before llicir <l4-[)urturc) lliey fouii<I liim in tlie temple where, 
eager for instruction, he sat at the feci of the rabbins. When cal- 
led to account, he declared tliut his favourite abode was in the hooM 
of Ciod;t a ecnlimcnt wlucb rrjoiccd liis parents, and won tliu np> 
probation of the bystanders. The rest ot ibo story we might sup- 
pose to have boon added by the acsrandizing le^nd, aller Jesus was 
acknowledged as tlic Messiah. iTcrc all the diDiculltoA in our nnr- 
nlive,^the idea of the boy sitting in the midst of the doctors, his 
claiming God as hi9 father iu a special sense, and tlie departure of 
tlic piinrnls without tiieir son, would be rejected; but the jounicy 
of Jesus wlkoii twelve years old, the eagerness for knowlet^ then 
numifntcd by him. ana bis attaclicmcnt to tbo temple, ore retained. 
To tlie«v parlitiilard there is nothing to object negativeJy, for tlicy 
contain notiiiiig improbable in itaclt'; bat their historical truth must 
become doubil'ul if we can shew, positively, a itiong interest of the 
legend, out of whioh tlic entire narrative, and especially these in- 
trinsically not iinprotiable particulars, might hare arisen. 

That in the case of great men who iu tlicir riper age bsTC been 
distinguished by mental 80i»eriorily, the veiy first piesaging riovc- 

• t Sain.iLa6 0.XX}: Ue. ii. &«: 

Compan >1m thn loirfhia mj* Aslif. a is. & of tlx xofny iim M of Mmm. i Gab- 
bf atuM. ibeol Jcvmal 8, 1, 8. S!*. 
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tnenlit of timr niiiid nre cogrHy gWnc<). nnd U* tbcy nro not to ba 
Aftocrtniiiud liUtoricaliv'. are iiiTcnteil unOt-r tlic ruhUhcc of proba- 
I>ilily, !.4 well kiion'ii. In tlic Ilcbruw IiUtor}' ntiu legend cspfclaJIr, 
we. lind mtinirold inooh of tbis tendency. Thus of bnmucl it ui saitl 
in tlic Oil! Tvtttanivnt it«clf, tbat cv<ni ns a boy lie received a divine 
revelation nnd tlic gift of |>rophccy (I 8atn. iii.), snd with Tcapcct 
to Jilo.'HM, oil whose boyish years the Old TcBianicnt narrative i.i 
eiltrnl, « subscfjucnt tradition, followed by Joscphus and Pbilo, liad 
stfiking proofs to reUto of hi« early development, Ab in the nar- 
rative bclore ua Jeaua sliowa himaclf wise beyond bis yeara; so tliia 
Inulition nltributea a like precocity to Moacs;* aa Jeaus turning 
away from the idle tumult of the eity in all the exeilement of tealival 
tinR-, linda his Ikvourile entertainment in the temple among the 
doctors; so tlie boy Moses was not ailractcd by t^hituUh apoiia, but 
by serious occupation, and very early it waa necoaiiar}' to j^lve bim 
tutors, whom, fiowcvcr, like Je.tua in liia twelHli year, be quickly 
suipaaaed.t 

According to J»wi:>h eustom and opinion, the twelftli year formed 
an epoch in Jcvcloinncnl to which e»i>GcijiI proofs of awuki-iiiiiggt^n- 
iuji were the rntlicr altncbcd. lajeaust! in tiio twelilli year, a» with 
U9 in tlte fourtvcnlh, ibo boy wiui regarded a.-* having outgrown tho 
l>criod of childhood.} Accordingly it wuj* lic-Iievcd of Mom.% that 
in his twelfth year he left the honsc of bis father, lo bctoiiit! an in- 
(h>i»cii<Ient organ of the divine revdalions.S The Old Tcstaincnl 
Icjivcjt it uncertain how early the gift of prophecy was tiiipurlud lo 
Bamuel, but he waa said by a later tradition to have proiihttHicd 
from his twelfth ycar;|{ and in like maimer the wise judgnieiils of 
Solomon and I>aniel {1 Kinga iii, 23 S. Susatm. 45 St) were i»up- 
poeod to have been given when tbcy were only twelve. iT If in the 
caao of ihcao Old Teatanient heroes, tbc spirit that impelled them 
maniibateil itaelf according to common opinion so early as in their 
twelfth year, it was argued that it could not have remained lon^ 
concealed in Jcsn^; anii if Samuel and David shewed thcmaelvies at 

• Jowph. Ant li. ix. ft t rhilo, d« lilM Jlmu. Opp. «<l. MmnEtr. V. 2. p. S3 t. «tj 
0?fl »Aliim Mrtrwt t/im wtfadpoir cot fiXuet tai naiiUalt—t'iii' oi'Iu mi arunjnjro ftopa. 
oalfuv. imimiam intl Otaiiaaa, d r^ ^.t>^ f^cUcv i^i^^aiiv apacli'. iiiaoi^aia 9 

ft'OTuc fdioMA' Tdl iifi!)itm:f. J C'tiaj['IP*> ■!'- WuUleln, In loc A XII ama fiUai f*- 
Mtarmalurut, So Joma f. IiKilL I. Bnti.liiillj t xxlv. I: "hcnai BorwhilJi RolilK 
Ixli. tnMilloni tho ISlli j™*r ■■ Ihi iTtli^l •«•-. 4 Si^lirniolh K. ap. Wi-ltwin ; llirU B. 
CJbm'-' Mvttr Jmndtnariai aruliut f*l a drmn p-irrit mi il.: || .loicpli. Aoliq. (. X. 1 : 
Jojioui7li>{ * Ttitiijfifcwijf itoc ijtfii ■'«A'<a«iv, iT/in'^vf™'- ^ Iii'ii''- i^p. (iHiprjinl) all 
Mainin- •■- "'■ '• i'l^fuv H — itjiris-iiriit lioo^inrnnc, r^v ^Jrfiar inJivifi' ndi JiwtpM- 
yturm lai roit jniuii Kpiaa h-na Tijv muiiiM iirnuioa™. — ioi-u/A i oocif AjiSMorfjc 
)<J«W Kuroiet »v Itrt^ itviifuin, Aol rotf ^np T^ iruiuii' ^pmruc itpiaiiira( onB^ruf 

laU inihlfuirat iXiarfiuni niJJavf irriii^ykt. Bvl Si)liimvn Aoiij l«j ni i*« njj« 

a/lvh'rf jtar*. yn« (*«i trrriUi anil prv/hmd jvdgmrtU bitwm Oie leamrn inlh mp-ct la 
t/t* rhiUm .... I/nvi'l, iKr •rii' mu". ihn litrtit yrurj M, vai puiiwtinl h.j lit Jiriiif 
ifiril, Slid mnrfanf l4»e taimamialiiis nit wnt ui**, ninyii^ ^roy ini™ in ■■..n, tvnt'd 
(l> httvtg tM bdimged M anaChir. Tliti^ it in tnw, b fininil In » CliHitiin »til>iig. but 
m (omputns it Hiib itu al>iiTa data, n •!• M u IwUtva tbit it wa* drairn truiu « uura 
•ndtnc J«w1iti Iriipniil. 
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that age In their later capacity of dirincly in«[HTcd seen, Solomon 
in that of a wise ralor, ao Jcsua at the corresponiling period in his 
life must have slwwn himself in the cI>aTiu;tvr to which Ik euI>- 
Bequently e^tubli-ilicd his claim, tliat namely, of the Son of Got] and 
TesBcher of Mankind. It is, in (act, the obvious aim of Lake to msa 
over no epocli in ihe early life of Jcsua, without sorroiinding him 
witlt divine radiance, with sigiiilicaDt prognostics of the fnture; in 
this iityle he treats hi.t birth, mentiona the circumciaion al loaat cni- 
l^baticviliy, but aborc alt nraiU himself of the presentation in llw 
temple. There yet n.'iiiaiii4'd according to Jewish inannen> one 
epodi, tlie tvrvlfth year, willi the first journey to tlie i)a.<(so\'er ; how 
could he do olhcrwisc than, following Ihe legcjid, aiiom thi* [»>int 
in the devdoumcnt ^ Jesus lu wc find that lie haa done in his nar^ 
ntirc? and oow could we do olhenvise tlian regard his nanalivc «a 
a kgcndar}- ctnbelllshnicnt of this period in the life of Jesus," from 
which wc Icam nolliing of his real dcvclopmcnt.t but mcmly some- 
thing of the exalted notions which were ctitci-taincd in the primitive 
diureh of the early npcned mind of Jcisua ? 

But how Ibia anecdote can bo numbered among mvthi ia found 
by some altogether inconceivable. It bears, thinks ifeydonrcich,} 
a thoroughly tisioiicAl cliaracler (this is tlie very point to be proved^ 
and the stamp of the highe.*t simplicity (like every popular legend 
in its original fonn) ; it contains no tincture of the miraculous, 
wherein the primary dtnraclcriB'lic of a mylhus (tml nol of ev<--ry 
mythiis) i^ held to eoiisi:!! ; it is so remote from all ciniiellishin<mt 
that there is iMt lite slightest detail of lltc convcraalion .of Jesus 
with Ihe doctors (llie l<^emd u-as »«ti«fied with the draioatic trait, 
4tUii/i^ in (Jte mititi of the doctors: as n dictum, v. 4!). was alone 
important, and towaras thU the narr.itor ha<!tens without rielay) : 
nay, even (he conversation between Jesus and his mother is only 
given in a fragmentary aphoiistie manner (there is no trace of an 
omisaion) : linally, lite in\-enlar of a lege^nd would liave niade Jcsua 
speak ditlciently to his mottier, instead of putting into his moutli 
words which m^it be construed into irrcvereiicic and indiffcrenco. 
In thia laat observation Hejdcnrcieli ngreea with Schlcicrmacltcr, 
who tinds in the bcliariour of Jeaus to hi^ mother, ILiblc as it is to 
be niisintcqttetcd, a sure guarantee that the wliolo history waa not 
invented to «upi.)y nomething remarkable cooceming Jesus, in 
connexion with tlie ]icri<yl at which the htJy things Ot the temple 
and the law were first oimmioI to bim.J 

1(1 conibsliiig the assertion, that an inventor would ocan^ly lia»-e 
attributed to Jesus so much apparent harshness towards his ninthi-r, 
wc Dcod not appeal to ihc apocrj'phal Ji'van^elium T^oi'ur, which 

•TVtlUMrliMatM.taU. TIwdI. 1.33I. f K<»^ '>•••>«"> ">">* "wCI-is 
tm J«ra I 3T) i«y|M— t» lie aiiiT«r*d ia itu nmtin, iimiiidv, tlut >k ii ixlilblK Vie 
•nMaalOD «tikao4llwt«*B«ltut«l iIk idMof tlw latir lira of Jvhu, ii U ■■■ iatinatloii 
tlM hb IMif axoUuica «M Ml lie rrwU «f emnnlim fratn rwHhfuI imrt, bd of Uw 
■alawnpM Jtvilif^mi of Ui fnntDin. t I'*!*' die Cnnilliyitdt u. t. CI, 8. 9t. 
f U«l«r*nLaku,S.3»i: 
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makcH tlic l>oj Jesus my to Ids fbelcrikthcr Joscpli: inxipientimma 
fecuti;* (at even in the Icgi'jiil or history of thn canonical coapcla, 
corresponding trails arc lo be found. In the njirmtive of the wed- 
ding al Cftoa, w« find tliis rough address to his nioUier : t« ijiri koI 
mlyviw (John ii. 4); and in the account of the vUit juid lo •Tcsua 
by his mother and brethren, tltc striking circuniMtiincc thnt he appar^ 
cntly wislips to take no notice of his loUliv^A (Malt. xii. 46). U 
these ure real incidents, tlien the legend liad on historicsl precedent 
lo warrant the introduction of a siuiikr fcalun.% even into the early 
youth of Je^ns ; if, on the other hand, they arc only Icgendit, they 
arc the must vivid prooft tiiut an inducement was not wanting for 
llie invention of Kuch featitrea. Wliere tJtis inducement Uy, it is 
easy lo sec. 'I'lw! figure of Jcww would Miuid in the higher relief 
from the obscure Iwcagrotmd of his contracted lamily relatiun», if it 
were often seen that his parents were unable to eonipin>iieiid hi» 
elevated mind, and if even lie hinisdf sometimes made tliem fwJ his 
superiorih' — so fer as this could hanpcJi wiilmnl detriment to hi« 
Glial obetuence, which, it should be observed, our narraitvc ejtpres*- 
Ij preaerves. 



I 42. OK TBE ESTER.1iJ. UFE OF JESIIS UF TO TOE TIUE OF UIS 
PUBLIC APPEAKASCE. 

WfiAT were the external condiliong under which Jesus lived, 
ftvm tlie scene jm<t considered up to the litnu of his public appear- 
ance? On this subject our canonical (jonjxzlit give scarcely an in- 
dication. 

First, as to lii« place of residence, all that we Icam explicitly is 
this: that both at the iM'jniming and at the end of this obscun 
period he ilweit at Xaxorelti. According to Luke it. 51,. Jesus when 
twelve years old relumed thither with his parents, aiid according 
to Matthew iii. \'A. JIark i. 0, he, when thirty years ohl fcouip. Luke 
ill. 23), came from tliencc lo be baptized by ,Tohn. Thus our evan- 
^isls appear to suppose, that iTcbus had in the interim resided in 
Gnlilec, and, more |)articular)y, in Kazaretb. T\ua su]>|>osition, 
honxvcr, docs not exclude journeys, such as those to the feasts in 
Jerusalem. 

The einployronil of Jesns during tlie years of his boyhood and 
youth sevms, from an iiilimation in our (.ioi<pcb(, to have been de- 
tcnnined by the trade of his father, who U there called a ritruv 
QlitXt. ziii. 65.). This Urcek word, used to desie^nalc the trade of 
Joeeph, is generally understood in the sense of faier liffnarita (cai'- 
jMnJ«r);t a few only, on mysUcal grounds, iliHcover in it a /after 
yiarraritta {Uacltmiih)^ aurariut (^olditntitfi)^ or caementaiius [ma- 

* Cap. T. In tbir OntJt IsxE (Im tli« inorii prutiabli nailing li tni iiuhmti vi Mfiif- 
vld. Tbilo. f. 2^7. f llvncc Ui* litl* uf >ii Anliinii >|)i><T;tpli*l irurk ^m^Tuntiaji M Un 
Idda Ifsajilaliun in lliUo, I, |i. 8jl Uiton* Jmrphi, fdbri Hymarii. 
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'«o»).* The worlia in wood which lie executed tats hdd of dlflbrant 
magnitude hy diHcrvnl aulbon : wreonling to Justin and the ExkiH' 
ffeltum Tfionue,^ thiey treae plouff As and yokes, Sporpa sal ^vyi, uid 
in that cnsc lie woola lie wknt wo call s wlwielwright ; according to 
the £vangeliKm infaiUice aralM:utn,X they vfcrc doors, Diilkvc»- 
aels, sieves and coflcrs, and once Joxeph mokes n throne for l)ic 
kins; ao liiat here he is reprcscnici] pnrlly as n cabiiiet-nmkcr and 
partly as a cooper. The J'roti;t!<mgtiiuin Jacpti, oil the oilier han<i, 
ntaketa blm work at buildings, eiUoSofuu^.i without doubt lui a car- 
penler. In these labours of the father Jeaus appears lo have sluired, 
according to an expression of Tilark. who makea tlic Naznrenca ask 
concerning Jesus, not merely as in the parallel passage of Maltbow: 
la not lAia tha carjtenUfa son t mix avr&q i^rtv b rov -rijtT&vtif vl6f ; 
\Mil Is *wt this ths carjienterf vvk avri^ iTrtv it 7lMruv\(y\. 'A.) It 
i« true thai in n^plying to the taunt of Ccbus that the leaclier of 
the Christians was a eaqienter by trade, risruv tfv rfiy t/j;!-^!', Ori- 
gen aays, lui niu.ii have forgotten iAat in none of ths Oospds r«- 
caved by the ch urcftus is Jesus hiuuelf called a carpenter, orr ovda- 
fwv nSv iv Tolf iSKXi]alat^ ipfpo/tiruv liayyrXiuv Tittniv oirftf 6 'I^ 
flu&f (imj«7()aTTa4,l| The above pasiwgo in Blark has in fiict the 
various reading, b ro5 Tirrwi'o? vl6^ ; which Origin must have taken, 
unles3 lie bo supposed altogctlier to luive overlooked ibo nass^e, 
and which is preferred by sonic niodcm critics.^ Hut here Iteza has 
justly remarked lltat foi-(a*sc mutatnt aliiptis, existitaans, hane 
artem Christi j/utjetlati jxintm eonvfnire; wltereas lliere couJd 
hardlr be an inlen.-jtt which would irmlcr the contmry idieration de- 
ainbte.** Sloreover Fathers of Ihc Chun-h and apoeryplml wrritinM 
teproaent Je*u:c, in aceonlancc with the more generuUy accepted read- 
ing, as following the trade of hia lather. Justin attaches especial 
iniporiaiicc to the lact tliat Jesus made ploughs and yokes or scales, 
«• symbols of active life and of justice, tt In the Evani^eiium tn- 
j'anliie Arabicunt, Jesus goes about with Joseph to the places 
where the latter has work, to help him in such n manner that if Jo- 
seph niiule anything too long or too short, Jesus, by n touch or by 
merely stretching out his luuid, gave to the object its right aixc; an 
ossisiaiice which was very uniul to his fostcr-lalhor, because, as tbo 
apocrypiial text naively remarks : mw admodum perUus eral artis 
j'<il/r'Ui«.XX 

Apart from the apocryphal descriptions, thero are many reasons 
for bciiex-ing that ibc above intimation as to th« youthful employ- 
ment of Jestis ia correct In the first place, it accords with tlw 

• Till tliits. Cod. ApMt. N. T. !>. 3S9 C out \ JustlD. DUl c Tryph. S«. Aeon- 
ding 10 blm Jail* nukw Ihm ImiittinenU, daubtlcM ^ulu ths dindiun of JoK{ih, In 
tbafpay. T^mat. sUL JoMph U tb* warknun. { Cb|l iinTiii. iii. TliiUi, p. 1 IS IT. 
i C [k. and idii. | C C*1*. tl 30. 5 IhnttaA*, is M<n, |k sno. •■ ViJ. WtMdu 
u>4 Panlui; in toe; Wia«r. Itciladnfrtuch. I. S. SfU. Kvti i N'ntiKler, L. J. Chr. 8. 
M r. XoUu ft L'1 uip.; ntm ytfi rd tmraruJ (pyv dn^ffn i* utif pwtmf ur, Spnrftt 
mi A7l[ All nC-rw ut t^ tff Amuoiiw ovuiMU dtMcuHr, sol htpji fitv. Jl Cip. 
ux*iil. 
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Jewisb custom which pivAcnbcd oven to ona declined to n learned 
career, or in general to any «]>iritiiitl occuralioti, the scquiaition of 
soni« handicrutt ; thus Paul, liic inipil ot the rabhins, was also a 
tcnl-mafccr, oirTMCTwif r^ rfxvn^ {Acta xvm. S.). Kcxt, as our 
previoos examinations havo shown tliat we know nothing liistoriciil 
of cxtraordiiiarr cxpoctaliona and pinna on the part of the parenls 
of Jesus in relation to their son, bo nothing is more natural than 
th« Hupposilion lliat Jeans early practised the trade of his father. 
Further, the ClirUlians must have had an interest in denying, rather 
tlwn inventing, this opinion as to their Jlessiah'a youthful occupa- 
tion, since it often drew down upon them the ridicule of their oppo- 
nents. Thus Ct'lsiw, OS we liave already mentioned, eoiild tiol al^ 
stain from a retlcctiou on thi» subject, for whidi reason Origin will 
know nothing of any d«HigiiaLion of Je^u» as a Hutuiv in the New 
Teatamenl ; and every one known the scoffing question of Lihanlns 
about Ihe carpenter's mn, a ijuctlion whicli se«ins fo have bocn pro* 
vided with ho striking an miswer, only ex eviiniu.* It may eerluiuly 
be sail! in o])|>0!'ition to ihix, that the notic»i of Jesuit luiving been 
a carfxinlcr, jwciws (o b<; fijundcd on a mere inference from the trade 
of Uie father as to the ofcupntiun of the son, whcrtia* the latter was 
just as likely to apply himself to aome oIIkt branch of inihistry; 
nay, that perhaps lliv whole tradition of the carpentry of Joseph 
and JcstLS owes its origin to the symbolical aigniltcance exhibited 
by Jwttiti. As however the allusion in our Gospels to the trade of 
Joseph is very brief and bare, and is nowhere used ulh-goiiodly in 
tlic New Testament, nor entered into more minutely: it is not to be 
contesleil that he was really a carpenter ; but it must ixiniain uncer- 
tain whether Jesus shared in this oecupation. 

What were tlic circiunstancea of Jesus and his parents as to 
fortune ? TIk answvr to this question has been tlic object of many 
disMltalions. It is evident that the ascription of pressing poverty 
toJesiiSfOn the part of orthodox iheologians, rested on dogmatical 
uid Kslbelic grounds. On the one hand, they wished to maintain 
even in this jjoint the stains exinaniilonU, and on the other, tliey 
wished to depict as strikingly as possible the contrast between the 
ftoppii 0(oii {Jonn i>f O'od) and the y"W^ Sov}.nv {form of a servant). 
That this eoiilra.it a» net forth by Paul, Phil. ii. 11. tf., as well as the 
expression i-ffTw^n^ffr, wliieli this aiio.ille applies to Christ, (2 Cor. 
viii. 9.) merely cliaracteriaes the ub^tetire and laboHoua life to which 
be submitted after bis hejivi-nly jire-eJtistence, and iii.ttead of play- 
ing the part of king which the Jewish imagination attributed to the 
Slessiab, is also to he regarded as ejtlublisheJ.t Tito expresuon of 
Jcsua himself, 'J'hi: Son of vum hath not where to lay his head, 
Tov T^ ae^yrjv «a(Vi( (ilatt. viii. 20), may poaeibly import merely 
liis voIunUry renunciation of the tteneeful enjoyment of fortune, for 
Ihe (mJio of devoting himself to the wandering Ufc of the Messiah. 
There t» only one other particular bearing on the pouit in question, 

•Tlwod. H. E. ili. 88. t »«*!. t^J-. S^Ol Winer, bill BwIwSrWrh., I, S. 603, 
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namclj', that Slarr presenled, as an offering of parificniion, doves 
(Lokc ii. 24). — according to Lev. xiL 8, liie oHeiing of llic poor: 
which crrlaiiily proves tii.it the autlior of this information conceived 
the parcntd of Jcjiua to linr« teen in by iio means briJliant circam- 
staiKcs:* but what ithull aAsure u» that h« hW vriia not induced lo 
malic this repitaenLitlon by nii)ii<toncid motives ¥ Meanwhile we 
toe just aa far from luiring (craiblv ground for maintain iiig tlic con- 
trary propo-tition, n-nnicly, tlut Jcsaa possessed inO)H-r1y: at leaat 
it is inadniU><tl)h- to nilducv tlic coal witliout scatn t (Jolni xxx. 23), 
nntill we sliall liavc iiujuircd more close!/ what kind of relation it 
has to tlic subject. 



S. 43. THE RfTEI.LECn-AL DEVEJjOPMEST OP JESCS. 

Oirti information concerning the exicmnl life of J<-«i« dHrint; hia 
youth is very ,«<yinty : but we arc nlnioet deslilutv of any conoem- 
ing hi.t intelliictual duvelopmenl. Kor the indeterminate phrase, 
twice occurring in Lukv^'s history of tltc childhood, concerning the 
increaw of liiii fi|itrilti»l iflrcngth nnd his growlh in wiiiilotn, telLi iia 
110 mora llian we must nocciennrily have prceupposoil wiilioul it; 
while on llie «xi»eclation» which his parents cherished with re»jicct 
to him before his lartli, and on the sentiment which his niotlMT es- 
pecially tltcn CJcpirsscd, no conclusion is to be fountlcd, since those 
expectations and declarations arc thctnaelv^ unhistorical. Tlte iisr* 
ratirc ju«t considered, of Ihc appcaranec of Jeans in the temple at 
twelve ye«rs of aj^c. mllicr gives iia a result — tl»c early am' peculiar 
developnient of Iils religious eoo^ciouAncs.'i, — than an explanslion of 
the causes ami conditions by which thin developniejit was favoured. 
But wc at least learn from Luke ii. 41., (wliat however is to be of 
courae supposed of pious Israelites,) ihat the parents of .lesiis used 
lo go to Jerusalem every year at tlie i'asgover. \^'e may coajeeturc, 
then, that Jesus from his twelfili rr«r gi-ni-nilly aceoni|ianiea then, 
and avaiW himself of llii.t exi-ellent n|>jHirl unity, amid the ooncooFM 
of Jew* and JewLili poselyten of iiU i-(Hinlrie.<i and all opinions, to 
fonu his mind, lo become ac({uaiiit^'d with llie condition of hia people 
and the Gdite principlcit of the I'lian^aic kaders, and to extend liis 
survey beyond the narrow limits of Pnlesline-t 

Wlieiher or in wlint decree Jcsuk received the learned educalion 
of a mbbin, is also left tintt^id in our canoniml CiO!<|iels. From such 
passages as .Matt. vii. '29., where it is said lhat Ji-sns taught not as 
the Kribet, oi-x "C '^ iPowa^'C. wc can only infer that he did not 
adopt the method of the doctors of tlio law, and it does not follow 
that he had ne«-cr enjoyed the education of a teribe (ypojiiaTivc). On 
the other Itand, not only wa-i Je.4us called ^o03l and pa^^-vl by his 
disciples (Matih. xxvi. 2d. 40. Mnrc ix. 5. xi. 21. xiv. 45. John 
IT. 31. ix. 2. xi. 6. XX. 16. conip. i. 38. 40. SO.) and by supplicat- 

* Winer, ut «q>. t Till* i* ■l^'i* ^ iBtb t^ tiiavt named t^Mloeiuk J Pioln, 
•n««t- UanJU I ■, S. 373 K 
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ing ni£&rers (Mark x. 5.), Lut even iho phnrisaic apx-v IHcodeinas 
^obn iiL 2.) did not refiwfi liini this title, Wp cannot however con- 
aode from hence Iliat Ji-kii:* had received the Bcholaatie inatniction 
of a nibtiin;* for the vnlulntioii KAbhi, s.t alio Ilie {jrivilc;^^ of read- 
ing in the synagogue (Liik« ir. IG IT.), a |iarticular wiiich has lik& 
wise been ajmealcd to, bclonge<l not only to ^ntdiiated rnbbin^c, but 
to every ttacliur who had given actual ]<root' of hi$ rjualilidiitionii.t 
The cnci»!<-K of Jrsus explicitly aswrtf ami he Aoca not contradict 
fltcm, that he hud never learned lelters : Til? olrof -j-piififuiTa oWe ftif 
fiiliaOiiiiiJ^l (John vii. 15.) and the Nttzarenes arc astonished to find 
BO tnuch wisdom in him, ^rhcncc vv. infer that he hnd not to their 
knowledge boon a sHudeut. These facta cannot be neutralized by 
the discourse of Joaiia in whicli he rejirescnta himself as the model 
of a scribe well-instjuctcd unto tlic kingdom of heaven. J (Matt. xiii. 
52.J for the word ypofifiartirc hero means a doctor of llie law in gen- 
eral, and not directly a doctor qualified in tlie aclioobt. I Jiatly, the 
intimate acquaintance with the doctrinal tradilionx, and the abusea 
of the rabhinst, which JesiiR exhibitK,S especially in th« sei-nion on 
tlio mount an<l tJie anti-jiliariHaic di«cour»c Mall, xxiii., he might 
acquire from the iiimierous diMcoursi-* of the Pharisees to the |>00plG, 
without gluing through a courw; of Ktudy under ihcm. Tiius [lie 
data on our present subject to be found in the Gospcta, eoUcctively 
yield the result that Jesus did not pass formally thi-ough a rabbin- 
ical achool ; on the other hand, the consideration that it must have 
been the interest of the Christian legend to rcproecnt Jesus as in- 
dependent of human teachers, may induce a doubt with respect to 
these statements in the New Testament, and a conjecture that Jcsns 
may not have been so entirely a stranger to the feaniod culture of 
IiLB nation. But from the absence of authentic intbrmalion we can 
arrive at no decision on this [)oint. 

VariouH hyjKitliettes, more or less iiideix-iidciit of the intimations 
given in titc N\-w Testanieul, havu been advanceil lioth in ancient 
and motlern times coiiconiing tlio intclluctuid development of Jesus: 
tliicy may be divided into two princijml classes, according to tlieir 
agreement with the natural or the sujtematural view. The supci^ 
natm-al view of the person of Jcsns requires that he should be the 
only one of his kind, independent of all external, human infiueiices, 
self-taught or rather fauglit of (iod ; hence, not only must its advo- 
cates dclerminedly reject cvcTv supposition implying tliat ho bor- 
rowed or learned anything, and consequently place in the moat glar^ 
ing light the difficulties wliich lay in the. way of the natural dfivel- 
Opnient of Jesud ;|1 but, tlie more surely to exclude every kind of 
reception, they must also be disposed to assign as early an appear- 
ance aa possible to that spontaneity whicli we tind in Jesus m hia 

■ Such, luwcver, Hro the arguiD?nU ot Psniut. iiL nip, ST9 ff. i Comii, Ilaic, L*- 
b«i Jew. { ia -. Nfaudci, 1. J. Cbr. it. lA r. J Paiilui, ut wp. j To ilili NcliaK^ii 
■ppculi. t'AnWiu miUnonm (Ummiu, Id b!* bore, II. p. H'M t | At t. g. Kiintiknl don, 
in hit t'lan Juu. 
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mature nee. This sjiontancons nclivity is tnofoM ; it m t)i«Drotical 
and pracOcnL As rvgnnls the llivon^ticiil ritUi, coniprlitiiig judgment 
and Knowledge, tlic cftbrt to give as cjiriy n dale ns jiossibic to its 
manifcsliition in Jesus, dieplnys itself in the apocrypbal mssiigos 
whicb have bc«n alrcadr partly cited, and vhicli describe Jesus as 
Burpaasing his Icacticrs long before his twelfth year, for according to 
one of them be ep^ in bia ctsdle and decLand himself to be the 
Son of Ood.* The practical side, too, of that suj^rior order of 
spontaneity attributed to Jeaus in Iiia later years, namely, the powrr 
01 noi'kiii^ iiilraclcii, U aftuched by tlie apocr^'jiha] gospels to bis 
earliest diildhood and yotiih. The Kvani/elium Thoma opens with 
tlie Hfth yc^r of Je«u» the 8lory of \\\i mimcleii.t and lite Arabian 
£vanffctiufrt Injantiai ttiln the journey into ^%}■yt with miracles 
whicb the mother of Jesus pcrfomifd by mains of the swaddling 
bands of her infunt, and the water >n which he wiis wn»hl^l.t tiSonic 
of the miracles which according to these apocr)-phal giwpcis were 
wrought by Jcaus when in his infancy and boyhood, arc analogous 
to those iu (he New Testament — cures and resuscitations of the 
dwd ; others arc totally diverse from the ruling tj-pc in the canon- 
ical Gospels— cjttrcmcly revoltin" retributive miracles, by which 
every one who opiwscs the boy Jesus in any matter wh«lc\XT is 
smilleu wiib Uraencsa, or even with death, or cbc mere cxtrara- 
gaocica, sucti as the giving of lite to aparroira formed out of mad.) 

'I'lic natural view of tlie person ot Jesus had an ojiposite inter- 
est, which was also very early manifested both among •Jewish aiul 
lieatlien opponents of Cliri.tiiniiily, and wbicli consisted in explain- 
ing hiti K]i|>itnranre 4:onft>nnul>ly to lh« Uwii of causality, by compar- 
ing it willi {irioT am) conlemjiomneous factA to whieli it had u rela- 
liuii, and thus exhibiting the conditions on which Jesus depended, 
and the sources from whicli ha drew. It is true that in the liret 
centuries of the Clmaliao era, the whole region of spirituality being 
a supernatural one for heathens as well as Jews, the reprondi tliat 
Jesus owed bis wisdom and seemingly miraculous iiowcrs, not to 
himself or to Ood, but to a communication from without, could not 
nswdly take the form of nn aeecrtion that lie bad iu:quired natural 
akill and wisdom in tho ordinary way of instruction trxtm otlicrs.! 
Instead of the natural and llic human, the unnatund and the demo- 
niacal were opposed to the divine and the supematuml (comp. Jlatt. 
xii. 24,), and Jcftiia was accu^d of working bis miracles by tlie aid 
of magic accpiiivd in his youth. lUiia chaige was the moat easily 
atlacbi.^ to the Journey of hln jiarcntji wiili him into K^vpt, that 
native land of nii4^ and secret vriitdom, and thus we tiiid it bolli 
in Cdsus and in the Talmud. Tlie former makes n Jew allege 



■ F.TIBS, inrniil. araliL c. I. p. 60 C ap. TUIa, ■■4 IW f»MUg» qnntcd j 40. out ef 
iha Mliin G'"ln'l ■ml Itw tlvmoK ThmnK t Cs|i. \\. f. SiS Tbilo. ; ('sp. x. IS. J K. 
a- Eraoit. Thvin*. e. lU. — Ti F.vvnjc. iafmL vah. & xJ<ri. t V-rtas- TlioniM, c U. 
KTanc- InC artU c. sixti. | Yel lonie ia«li(«l faifUBoc* emcr, rii]. Snmler, Diunigit- 
•<•'> aijuUiuJflin, t, S. tS, Aiun. S. 
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aaSnst Jobds, amongst other thinK»i t^t he bad entered into aev- 
Tioe for wages hi E^Tpt, that hchau then; possessed himacU'ofeoinA 
magic arts, and on lue atrcnc^h of these hjid on hU rctani vaunted 
Iiimficlf for a CJod." The 'I alniuO gives him a member of lUe Je- 
wish $niilie<lrim ast a teaohcr. iiiakea hiin joumev la Eg.vjit with 
lhi» rominiiiion, and bring inagle charms Irom llieniu into I'ai- 
le-slin<-.t 

The [iiircly nnlunil exphinivrion of the inle-llcclmd development 
of JeBHS coultl only lieeonie pri^vjile.nf. amid the ciilighlrncil caltore 
of moiiom times. In working out ihis cxpl.nnaliim, tlw chief ])ointa 
of <iiflcrcnce are the following : either the chuiacter of Jesus i^ ns 
BBlded in too circumscribed a view-, as the result of onlj- one among 
me mcajis of culluiv which his timca aftbrded, or more comprehen- 
mv«ly,'as tile result of all these combined; again, in tracing this 
external iiil^uence, either the internal gift:* and self-deicnuinatiot) 
of Jesus aiv adecinalcly considered, or they are not. 

In any vjusc^ tho I>asi» of llie intclloctnal devclopineiit of Jesos 
was fitnii.->hod l>v (he Miered writings of hi^ lu'oplc-, of which tlto 
dise«orst-5 pnM(-n'cd lo nn in tht- (lofpels iitlest his wjiIous and pro 
found study. His Messianic ideas sccni to have been formed eliiefly 
on Isntah and Daniel: spiritual religiousness and clcvution aboro 
the prejudices of Jewish nationality were impi-essively sh.-ulowcd 
forth in the pmjthetic writings gcneriiUy, together with the I'salms. 

Next among the influences affccthig mental cultivation in the 
native coujitrj' of Jesus, must be reckoned tlie three sects under 
which the spiritual life of hU fcllow-countrj-meii may be claasilkd. 
Among these, the Pharisees, whom .Jesus at a later [»-riod so strcn- 
iiousiv combated, can apjKireiitly have had only a ni-^live intlucnce 
over liim : yet along with their fondness fur tradition unil It^pd pfc- 
Jantry, their sanctimoniousness and IiyiHjcrisy, by whicii Je»u« was 
rejielled from tlieni, we must ivmcnibi-r their belief in angels and in 
immortality, and their con^tiint admission of a progressive dcve]oj>> 
mciit of tiie Jewish rt^ligion after Muse;*, which weie 80 niajiy points 
of union between thcni and Jesus. Still as these tenets were only 
peculiar lo ihc Pharisees in contradistinction to the Sndducees, and, 
for the rest, were commou to all orthodox .lews, we abide by the 
Opinion that the iiiBoencc of the Pharisaic sect on the development 
of Jesus was esaentially ncgati^'e. 

In the disconrsea of Jesus Sadiluceeism is less controvcrled, iiay, 
lie agrees with it in rejecting the Phari.<:iic traditions and hy]>(>etisy; 

• Orii{. t C;li. 1. 28 ! Aoi f AZ/d) in ourof (4 *lff9otc) ita irnioi' tie AijmTroi' /Hf. 
■hwoHOf, (iDur dvi'iiiuuv Tivuv iriifiaOiif, If' ai'c Alytirtiei at/ttniafrai, lirovi^cv, kv 
Ttit mrti^mt fii^ pptnCA; Kul li al/taet ^tiiy airiiv ^^/d^var. t ^lUliutr. f. i*ril. 3:— 

ftB UiIf .ToHni tt,'n tVrjiiliJii lati^l alvjiji t i^niuty fnriiir. Siv Ji*t, ftiArtii^ hu^ cI. r l»r-, 
S,S. 80 ir. ta'^ Uln( tfiQ Agipi-nifiori) ScIi>I>)<jiiIi t. dv. 3: Tr'iMui rtt. R. StMrrrm 
dilWte ad riivf H-"-rot r fjBnon y' ^'Ud^c (i. r. Jftm^ m-^yitin rr .tf<fj/pt<t adJuwil fttr it^ 
cwmum n nr*e naj'ntamt viil. SLliuIigrn. tier*, iL |k (Hii IT USnuniNisrr, anteledua 
Jndi'DUKini, I, & 149 r. 
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liencc a few of the learned liare wished to find hint a school in tliia 
sect.* But tlic merely iinj;nlive agreement against the errors of the 
Pharisee*, — an agreement which, moreover, proceeded from quite 
tnotlicT principle in Jcnist iluiii in the Sadduceee, — is moK than 
countcrlinhiKiiil liy tlm iHnitr.ut which tlieir religions indifierenoe, 
their uiilM-lii-f in iinntorlnlitv anil lit «piritual existences, formed with 
tlic ili8|XHi(ion of JirjtuK, aitu )ii» iiuuiner of viewing llie world. That 
tlic controvcrty with the Sodduoce* is not prominent in the Qospels, 
mny Ui very einiply i:x])lain«d by the fact tluit ihcir ttecl hud very 
digfal InHuenec on the circle witli which Jesus was iiiiineilialely con- 
nected, the (uUirarcnts of Sudduceci«m belonging to the higher ranks 
alonct 

Concerning one only of the then existing Jewisli i<«ct9 can the 
qocation seriously aiiw, whctlK-r wc onghl not to ascribe to it a po- 
sitive influciKO on the devclofnnriit and appearance of Jesii» — Ihc 
B<s:t. namely, of the Eescues.} In the hut ecntuiy tlic derivation 
of Christianity from Ksacnisni wns iTry much in vo™-: not only 
English deists, and among t)ie Germans, Bulurdt and Veiilurini, but 
even llteologiana, such as Staudlin. embraced the ide^.i In the 
days of frrcmasoniy and secret orders, there was a disposition to 
transl*er their character to printitive Chriatlanitr. The conocalment 
of an Esacno lodge appeared c»:pecial]r adapted to es|)Iain the sud- 
den di^ppcaianoe of Jcsos at^er the brilliant scenci of hia infancy 
and boyliood, and again after liia restoration to life. Besides the 
foivrunncF John, the two men on th« Slount of Tranaliguration, and 
the angcla clothed in white at the grave, and on the Mount of As- 
cension, were regarded as members of the I'Weiie Innothcrhood, and 
many cures of Jeaoa and the Ajmsilcs were n.-fcrrcd to tlic medical 
traditions of the lila«enc». Apart, howi'ver, from iheKC fancies of a 
bygone nge, tlicre arc really some rs»cnlUl cliaraet oris Iks which 
seem to t-yeak in fiivour of an intimate relation iMrtwcen E»»eni»m 
and (jhri.->tiaiiity. 'Vlw mo*t connpicnoua as such arc the proltilution 
of Outlis and the community of goods: with the former wan con* 
ncctcd fidelity, peaccuUeneits, obedience to every constituted au> 
tliorily: with tlie latter, contempt of riches, and the custom of 
travelling without provisions. Ihesc and other featurea, Jiuch a* 
tlic sacied HK'al iiartaki-n in common, the n^jcction of Mmguituiiy 
saerilioes ami ot' itlavcry, coR«litatc so strong a rcscmbtancc hctween 
Esseniam and Christianity, that even so early a writer as Eusclnus 
mistook the Thcmpcutje, a sect allied to the Esscnca, for Chris- 
tiuns.|| But there arc very essential dissimilarities which must not 
lie uvcrlooked. Lc«\'ing out of consideration the cm>teinj>t of mar- 
riiifft!, iicffio^ila )^^f, since Josephus ascribes it to a prt only of 
ttie L«»ene:s; tliv usectieiam, the punctilious observanee of tlie Sab- 

• B. r- Da C^U*. Schalwkrin tUt Joui von Nuanl, S. Vi» C t .Vu»br, l„ 
). Cbr. ».S0 e. i X'id. J«K),h. H. y H vilL 2—^^. Anilii. xT«i. 1. It. Coiiip. I'liito, 
)»«J j—ii firul-ai Iinriuiil Jt ritt trvni.mjililini. j Thli opiiilui la Jadkioiiilr iluvtkipal 
lif Ktliiillw, ti«i;liichla d« 5iLtrnIi)irD jnu I, S. ^rU K. ; aod ■• ■ nmuuilic BUituer la 
tha ti(*diuhM dra Grown Pnipbitin ran >'uaret, 1. UaaiL ) II. £, U. tC t. 
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bath, the piuificAtiofM, and ol!iPr superslitioua usages of tins sect* 
their retention of the nftmes of liw mifrclp. iht- myBtriy which ihey 
aflVcted, and tlicir (lontractoil, «xc;IiiKivc devotion to their order, are 
HO foroigii, nny t>o directly ojijio^od to the spirit of Jcsua, that, eapcc- 
ially as the Ks»Pnea an; nowhere mentioned in the Xcw Testament, 
the ai<l wtiich ihiji Fcct uUo contributed to the developfiient of Je- 
sus, must be Umited to the unec-rtnin influence whieh might be cx- 
crcisod over him by ocoisions! intereoiirBc with ICseenss,' 

Dili other elements than such as were merely .Tewisli, or at least 
confined to Palestine, operate upon Jesus t Of ihe heatlieiia settled 
in GidUce of the (rititUes, V<wuXaia tCiv iOeCiv, there was hardly 
mucli to be learned beyond patience iinde,r frequent intercourse with 
them. On the other hand, at the feasts in Jerusalem not oidy for- 
eign Jews, some of whom, as for example the Alexandrian and 
Cyrenian Jews, had synagojjucs there (Acts vi. 9.), but also devout 
heathens were to be met with (John xiL 20.); and that itiii-roourse 
with Uicse had some inlluencc in cxiendin!' the intcUeeliial horizon 
of Jcsu.i, and spiritnallxing his opinions, Tias, aji we have alread/ 
inlimalcd, all liisloriwd probability.t 

But why do we, Jn the absenec of certain information, htbori- 
ously sock aft«r uncertain traces of an influence which cotemporary 
means of development may have exercised on Jesus? ami yet more, 
why, on the other side, ate these labours so anxiously repudiated ? 
Wnatct'er amount of intellectual material may be colIiM^cd, tlie 
spark by which genius kindles it, and fuse« its various elements 
into a consistent whole, is neither easier to explain nor reduced lu 
ralue. Thus it is with Jesns. Allo\v him to hare exhausted the 
means of development which his age afforded : a eonipi-ehensivc 
Eocolty of reception is with great men ever the reverse side of their 
powcil'ol originality ; allow hmi to have owed tar more to Esscnism 
and Aloxandriaoism, and whatever other selioola and Icndcncica 
existed, tlian we, in our uncertainty, are in a condition to proi-c ; — 
still for the reformation of a world these elements wero all too little ; 
the Icaveti necessary for this ho must obtain from the depth of bis 
own miud-t 

But wc have not yet icpoken of an appearance to which our 
Gospels assign n mo.ft important iiitluence in develo])ing the activity 
of Jesus — lliat of John the I!npti:<t. As his ministry is lirst noticed 
in tile Gospels in connexion with the baptism and pubiio appearance 
of Jesu^our tn<iuiry conc<;rniiig him, and hi^t relation to Jesus, 
must open the second part. 

• Camp. Bi-ntfl, Bcmorkangcn nlicr im Vertiich, ili« Cliri^tinlhuni mi* ilniu l^uHib 
niu> iliiulniliiii, ill Klul'* Mil|pl'>'>i '■ ^- '''"' ^■- N'c*)")". '•. ■<- Vht. S. i\ H. i ThU 
ii lUtcit wilh c»K).-"r>tioii Itv llnUnll. Utide fibre die Ilibcl, imciIh II4i^'liih''<i, )8ur, 
2ChUi ttfut tr. <U'tl)*m!(liPti|4^jli-t Bri^f J Comp-PaiiluiuHup. I. •.".'W It. I'luncli, 
GoKbicbM 4c* ClirUtonthuma In tlor rFtiixlu ■irintir iTttfii Kluriihruiig I.S.SI. Uc Write, 
UhL Dsgm. i 2l'i- llaM L. J. i H- Winct. I'il.l, K.ui1». Ii. UTT t. XnAiiJcr, 1- J. Clir. 
8.88 01 
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nELATIOSS BKl'WBKN JESUS AND JOHN THE BAPTIST. 



I 44. CHROXOLOGICAL HELATIONS BimrKEK JOnil A?ID JES1J9L 

For the ministry of John ibo Baplist, mcntioncl in all the 
Oo3])eU, ihc HPcond nrnl fooiih cvangi^li^ts fix no cpjcli; tlio 6rat 
givM lis an inexact one; the tliinl, one apparently precise, .\ccord- 
iiig lo Matt. iii. I. John appeared as a preacher of repentance, tn 
(Ao« daff», if Tolp ^fiifiat^ tKtirat^, that i«, if wo interpret atrictly 
lltiA reference to tho pieviouB normttTe, ahout the time when Uie 
parctiU of Jesua settled at Nazareth, and when Jcsoa waa yet a 
child. We ato told, howerer, in the context, that Je.ina came to 
John for baptism: hence between tho (irslappeiiraneo of the Baptist, 
which iras cotemporary with tbe childhood of Jcttui, and the iwriod 
at which the Litter waa baptized, we mmt intcrcalciilate a nitnibvr of 
ytam, during ivhicli .Tc^ua might liave become tntflieiently maltircd 
to pwrtaJce of Johnn baptism, lint Mallltcw'a deAcription of the 
pcison and work of liie UaplUt is so coticUe, the oilfioG aitributvd to 
nim is 80 Uttlu indejiciident, ao eulircly Hutiitort-ieDt to thai of Jccun, 
that it vm* certainly not tbe intention of tlie cvangeliat to a^s^ a 
long MTivs ofycats to hU single ministry. IIU meaning incontc»t- 
ably i^ tliat John's short career early attained its goal in tbe bap- 
Itsm of Je:<u.<<. 

It bttin^ thiu inadminible lo suppose between the ^ipcanuice 
of Jolui and the bajitiam of JestLS, that is, between vctms 12 and 
13 of tl>c 3r<l chapter of Miitthcw, the long interval which is in 
cveiy ca«e indispeiuublc, nothing remains but to insert it between 
the close of the second and the beginning of the third chapter, 
namely, between tlw settlement of the parents of .Teans at Xazareth 
and the appearance of the BaplisL lo this end wc may prcsome^ 
widi PauLis, that Slafthcw lias here introduced a (ragmoot from a 
biatory ofthe Baptist, narrating many particulars of his hfe immedi- 
ately preceding his pablic agency, and very property proceeding 
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flrjlli tlifi woixLt, in those days, *»■ TOtf ^/itpuif iittivat^, n-liich corw 
nec'ting [)iinis« Mntthcw, nlthongfi he omitted tliiit to wliiuli it rcfi'-r> 
reel, luw iiMi-rtlieleHK retaiiicil ;• or we may, wilii SibfLkind, appl/ 
till; wonl^. lint to the :>cltli.^uit,bat to llie .<niiH<c<iuoiit i«M(]cnce of] 
Jcsu* lit Nnxariitli ;t or Iwtter still, h ral^ ^l^ipiitc iKttvau;. liko tli« ' 
" convspoinliiig H«brew exjirvKsion, cnn cc^? c g., Exoi il. 11. ia 
probably to b« iiiti^^rprctnl us rcUting indeed to Ibe establishment 
at NiuLurcth, but leo that nil event hnppcrung tliirty years aflcrvrimU 
may yet !« siiiil, Kut-wking indctinitcly, to occur in fAose day«.i In 
neither case do we Icnm from Matlhmr concerning the time of 
John's nppcaiiinci; more tluui the vcrv vague infqmiation, that it 
took plage in the interval between tno infimcy and manhood of 
Jc«us. 

Luko determines the date of John's appearance by various ayn- 
cbiomsina, placing it in the time of I'ilate'a goveiTuncnt in Judea ; J 
in the BO>-ei'eignty of Ilerod (vVntipas), of Philip and of LyaaiiiaS| 
over the other aiviaiona of I'alcsiine ; in tic higU priesthood of ' 
Annas and C^iapliaa ; and, moreover, precisely in the 15lh year of 
the reign of Tiberius, which, reckoning from the death of Augusiuai 
cOTTCsitonds with th« year 2S — 29 of our oraS {iii I, 3). With this 
l«.tt and trlose.ll demarcation of time all the foregoing leas precise^ 
one* iign-e. lOven tliat which makea Annas high priest t<wotharj 
witli (Jjii.i[»liaii ni)j«'arii eoneet, if we consider the peculiar inJiuenoa] 
whieli, oi-eoTding to John xviii. 13. Acta ir. G , that cx-higli priest) 
nitxiiied, even whoa d^oscd, especially afVer the assDRiption of 
office by Iiia aan-in-Iaw, Caiaphaa. 

A siu^e exception occurs in llie atalement about I^ysaniaa, 
whom l.iikc makea cotemporary with Aiitijiai< and Philip as tctrarch. 
of Abilene Joitephua, it is true, S[>eaks of »ii '\HlXa ^ Aivavlov,! 
and mentions ii Ly'iianiaa aa governor of Clialcis in J>^ba»on, n« 
to which lay the territory of Abila ; »o tliui thi! .-wnic I^yiwunas wa»^ 
probably master of the latter. Itut thi« lij-^iinias was, at th« insti- 
gation of Clcopiitra, put to death 34 ycJir» before the birth of Clirjst, 
and a second Lysaniiis is not mentioned either by Joscphus, or bjr 
Any other writer on tlic period in question. || Thus, not only is thiyj 
time of hia govcnmicnt earlier by 60 years than the I5th year of 
Tiberius, but it is also at issue with the other dates associute<l witlt 
it by Luke Hence it has been conjectured tlint Luke here epvaka 
of a younger Lysanias. tlic dcsccndtuit of the earlier one, who po«-J 
acBscd Abilene under Tiberius, but who, being less bmous, is nOt 
noticed by ,Josc]>hua,S Wc cannot indeed prove what SAttkiod 

* Exiw*t. IIiiiii11hii;Ii. I , *, A. 4n. SrJinwkMbDiVU agri.i'1 wlih blm, utwr den Cr. 
■pruDit dw •rtU'ti kjiniin. Evmiic. it. 30. f VinnljiiJila Auri.jUi', Vi. Tf> S. CoinpAr* 
Sdme^ulfiuUin'. ul (up. [ ''i-' ^Vrltf and L'riitMji", in \ik. | -Sii" PuhIur, iil *uf, 'i&6. i 
1 1 Iwra wU'Ct all lit paiaigci iii Johj'Iiiu reUtlTg ta l.iMniMi. with iho |>iiiiil]i-l irn*- 1 
awn la DIo Cmoiui. AnUi). lill. xvL ». slv. Ul. U. vll. H— Anil<i. x*. It. Ml.j.i. xisi. 
] (Did C««uu« xlic 32> Aoliq. XT. a. 1— 3. B. J. L xi. t (Ulo Cua. llv. i>> Aatici. 
-XTJI. xl. 1. l).J.ii. vi. 3. AiiClq. xviiL Ti. 10. IL j. II. U. (i (Dlu Cau. Iii. H) Antlq. 
Kix. T. I. & j. li, xi S. Antiq, xx. t. 3, viL 1. II. j. u. xil. 8. \ JIuiViiid, rsrinlKliM 
AafUtcc, S. li It 'JU C 
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df^inands for the rdiitattOR of tlii» liyrotliesis, iiiinwly, lliat luul 
iHicti a jotingcr Lysaniaa vxistctl, Jo«cpliiu miul Imrc itictitionixL 
him ; yvl that he had more than oiic indnccmcnt to do so, Paultu 
Ii.iK SAlUriKtorily shown. Bspecially. when in relfttion to the times 
of tlic firet bihI spcond jVgrippa Ik designates Alnis, ^ AvaavUiv, he 
must liATC been rem indodl lint he liad only (n»tcil of the cJder Ly- 
eanias, and not at all of the younger, frvin nliom, as tlie later nik-r, 
the oo&ntry most at tliat lime Iiavc derived its second •|>pcllntion.* 
It according to lliiB, the younger Lrsaniks is but an historic tiction, 
the pTOposed alternative ts but a pliilological onct lor when it is 
said in the first place: ♦iAJmroti — ■nrrpaftxo!>in-o^ rijf'lTmipataf.K, t- A., 
and when it foflows : nol AiKjartov rijf 'AiiiXtpr^ Ttrpoftx^vtrrti^ : wc 
cannot positibly uiidfnd.-irid from this, tlial Philip reigned also orcr 
llie Abilene of Lyuniaii. Kor in that case liic word rtTpap;^pinTOf 
ooght not to have been r«[ieatGd,t and rij( ousht to hare been placed 
before LysauuaK, if llie author wiHliiMl to avoid misconstniction. The 
conclusion ia tlieiefore incvltuble lliat the iiTiter himself e-rred, and, 
from the circumstance that Abilene, cveji in recent timej^ was called, 
after tlic last ruler of the former dynasty, 4 Avaawow, drew the in- 
fefence th*t ■ mooardi of lltat name was still exijtting; while, in 
Eut, Abilene either belonged to Pliilip, or was immediately subject 
to tlte Romans.} 

The abo\-e chronolo^oal notation relates directly to John the 
Baptist alone ; a similar one is wanting when Luke begins farllier 
on (r. 21 ft) to speak of Jenu. <X him it in nterety »id that he 
wax about thirty yean of ag«^ (^1 trUv rptiUmna, on his public 
apjicaraivce, {ipX^^'ot), but no date ia given ; while, in the case of 
John, tliere is a contrary omission. Thus even if John comniviiccd 
]it« niinistry in the 15th year of Tiberina, ne cannot thence giithcr 
anything as to ihc lime when Jesus commenced his, as it is nowliere 
Kr\i<l how long John had been baptizing when Jcaus came to liim 
on the Jordan; while on the other liaiid, aliliough wc know that 
Jesus, at his baptiant, was about 3U ycaTS old, tills docs i>ot help 
n* lo ascertain tnc age of John when ho enteml on his ministry an 
Ituptiit. Kemcmbcring, hoivcrer, Luke i. 26, acconling to which 
John was just half a year older than Jesus, and calling to our aid 

* Tlinluck Ihlnki hi hai lomid ■ pattelly ortMpMiiIllis cuin|>lc la Tmiuu. WbM 
Ihb hMorian, AnnaL il. 4S (a. ■>. IT). iMniiun* IIwdMlh nl *B \»IirUu>. U(iK*f Ckp- 
paSoilm. »bA yti, AaaitL*i. tl (a. n. Hi^}, lilni an Anbflluu, siau a R*ppvl(icuii. aa nikr 
Qf Um Clilie, tbo aaaiu hutoriwl cnnirruin. uyi fhulurk. I> arcnaary, ita. Uial Uwrt 
vtn tun Cappadodana aaaud AnhrlAns. Bgi iiltcD th* auM biMOftan, lAtr oeOiiaf 
ibe dMth «f a maa, lamditeu aootbu of tha aamc auaai, ntdw dUknu dfWilsntM^ 
b ia OK nHijNiuiv, bai • daw UtWrtc tlatuw, ibal Ibart *m« Ivs Mtt patant. Il fc 
■{luU nUHn-lar obcD. u in iIm qui df Ljaaaiu, tov «riwn bar* aaih unn <■! lit uaa 
■aow, but auiy* liiin ribdacl tpxti^ Ham U i* loilatd ■ coaJKtura In admil twa aao- 
caalTo panma i a •-uiijntnn •» much (h* l(w biMentl, lb* nw* inpiobaU* It ia abom 
to to Ibal on* <if Ibu two wrib-ia voultl ban ban •flcnl rnp«(iteg Ih* aaond of tba lite' 
naiuad iiirD, bad anii aa «ne kIuaI. f Ukharllt, I'Jalna, la L*. ScbaedHntMipr, ia 
l:iIiiianH->n>d L'm^nlI-J Siullcn, 1633, 4. ItaTI. IS, lOMS If. Iluiliick, & 301 IT t For, 
on ibt aalborliy at • aiiijcln uiaiiu>crfpE In na^, >{Ih Siteackanliarxtr t»i ottKN, lb* 
Mcand wrrpapxobfnt, it lao rvidnt vialiaiw. ( CUnpara miOi Ibia rttv, Atlcna. LiL 
Zlf^ IHW, No Mi, a. US: Da H'mu, nw, HaoinMcb, to loa. 
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tlte fact that Jewish ti«ag« would Hcarcely permit lite exercise of 
public functions before tlic tliirfiotli year, we might infer tliiit tlie 
Baptist could only lutve ikjipcarcd lialf a year before the arrivid of 
JeauB on the banks of tJio JonUn, since Kfi nould only so much 
CArlicr liavc attained the requisite ngc. But no cxpruss law forbade 
a public appearance previous to the thirtieth year; and it lina been 
justly qucBtioncd whether we can w>ply to the freer office of a Prophet 
a restriction which concerned tlic Priests and Levites, for whom the 
tliirtictii year was tixcd fc* their cntranct; on regular service* (Xuoi. 
iv, 3. 47. Compare besides 2 Chron. xxxi. 17. where the 20(h 
year ia naaicd). This then would not hinder ua from placing the 
appearance of John considerably prior to that of Jesus, e\-cn pre- 
supposing tho averred relation between their ages, nanlly, how- 
ever, could this be the intention of the EvangcUst. For to aacertaiii 
BO carefully the date of tho Forcninner'a appearance, and leave that 
of the Messiali himself undetermined, would be too great an over- 
sightft and we cannot but suppose that his design, in tne ]>anicuhua 
lie. gives eonceniing John, was to (ix the lime tor the 8i){icarajtee of 
Jeaua. To agree with tliis pur{)nsc, he tnu^t Iia^'e undentlood tliat 
Je«us came to the bankx of iht; Jordan and Ixigan to tcaeli, idiorlly 
after tlic appearance of Jo!in.t For iliat thr aWvc diroitological 
delcnniciation niut origiiialiy riieR'Iy llir intniihietion to a document 
couecniiiig Julm. ([uoted hy Luke, is itiipvolittl)l<-, xince itn cxaeliieas 
correisponus witli the style of lilni io/i« hud jii:rfr.<:t umii^rsUtuding 
of all things from the very frit, ■rrap'jKo/.oiflijitiri dti^ci- iroaiv 
ocpt/Jb^, And who sought to determine, in like manner, tlie epoch of 
the Mess!ali*B birth. 

It is not easy, bowcvcr, to imagine, in accordance with this 
statement, that John was l>y so little the predecessor of Jeans, nor 
is it without reason that the improbability of his having had ao 
short an agcoin' is maintained. For he bad a considerable number 
of diaciplca, whom ho not only baptised but taught (Luke xL 1.), 
and he left bcliind a parly of his |>cculiar followers (.\cts xviii. 25. 
ZAX. 3.), all which could haidly Ix? tlje work of a few months. There 
needed time, it has been observed, for ihe Baptist to become so well 
known, tiiat {>cople would undertake a journey to him In tlie wilder- 
ness ; there needed lime for his doctrine to be comprehended, timo 
for it lo gain a footing and eHtablisii itscIC es^iecialiy as it clastwd 
with the cnrreiit Jevrish tdean; in a word, the deep and lasting vener- 
ation in wbicli John v^-as held by his nation, according to Jo.'tephus! 
as well as the evangelists, eoultl not have l>cen so hastily wun.|| 

But the foregoing considerations, idthougli they demand, in gen- 
end, a longer agency for the Bapiivt, <lo not prove tlint the evango- 
liats err in placing the commciiecment of his ministry shortly before 



■ 8w ranlui, S. 894. f Son ScMviirnnarlifir, (iUr i1i:n l.aliH, Jt. C'i. I Btage\ vu 
mlw tA ItiU opinion. Ottio tcmporoni, S. SOI t. *•). ?. % Aiili^i. xTiii. v, 9. \So Clu- 
diiu, aiMT dla Zrit and IxboMdiucr Johinati and Jno, lo Hcuka'i lliufum, n. iii. 
fiOSft 
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that or Jcsos, since they might gnpposc the retiiuml prolongation 
as a sct]ucl. instead of an introduction, to the apj >ennuM;c of Jesus. 
Socb a prolong.! I ion of the Baptist'a ministry, however, is not to l>c 
found, at least In the first two (io^pda ; for not only do tlM»c con- 
tain no details conccniing .Tobn, after the bapliiini of Jtwfus, except 
Ills sending two disciples (Matt, xi.), uliich is rcpresentct] as a con- 
sequence of Ills inipnaonment ; but we gather from Matt. ir. 12. 
Jlark i. 14. that during or shortly after the forty day«' abode of 
Jesus in tho nitdcmess, the UaptLit waa arrested, and thereupon 
Jesus went into (ialilee, and entered on \m pablic career. Luke, 
it is true, (if. 14.) does not monlion tlie impriiionincnt of John as 
the caose of the appearance of Jcsu» in Ualile<', aiu) be seems to 
n^rd tlio cotniniasioii of tlic two (liM^ples us occurring while John 
WM at large (vii. IS fH): and tlio fourth Evangelist teetiiies yet 
more decisively a^iiuit the notiun tliat John was arrested so soon 
after tlie baptism atjefuj^ ; fur in chap. iii. 24. it is expressly stated, 
llint John was actively liiigagwl in lus ministry after tbo first pa^s- 
over, attended by Je»us uunng lii^t ])ublic lue. But on the one 
liand, lui it Bp[)oan from Lidce ix. 9. Mntt. xir. I ff. 3Iark xiv. 16. 
that John wa;* put to death long before Jesus, the continuance of 
his agency iifu-r tiio rise of tlie latter conid not be very protracted 
(Luke ix. 9. 5!att. xtv. 1 ff. Slark xiv. 16.); and on the other, that 
wliicb may bo adilcii to tlie agi'jity of John after the appearance of 
Jesus, will not make amends fur tluit which is subtracted ftt>m it 
before that ep(Kh. For, a^mrt from the fact implied by the fourth 
Evangelist (i. S^.) iliat the Raptixt iiad formed a definite circle of 
familiar disciples Ix-fore liic appcnrance of .Icsns, it would bo difli- 
cult to account for the firm footing ncqui red by his school if he had 
laboured ordy a few motitlis, to be, at their close, eclipsed by Jesus. 
There is yet one resource, namely, to separate tbo baptism of 
Jesus from the commencement of his ministry, and to say: It was 
indeed after the first ludf year of John's agency that Je»us was so 
attracted by his bme, as to become a candidate for hia bapti.tm ; 
bnt for sonic time subsequently, be either remained anton^ (in; fu\. 
lowers of the Itnplist, or went again into retirement, and did not 
present himself independently until a considerable intenal hail 
dapaod. By this means we should obtom the nx[Disitc extension 
<^ John's ministry prior to the more briilianl carocr of Jesus, with- 
out inipugning the apparent statement of our cvaugelists tliat tlio 
baptism of Jeaus followed close upon the public ap[)earanoe of John. 
Itut the idea of a long interim, between tlic baptism of Jeetu and 
tbc eomtnciiccment of his minisirj-, is utterly fonngn to the Now 
Testament writers. For that tlney regard the baptLim of Jesus as 
hia consecnlioR to tlie ilcssianic office, is jiroved by the accompany- 
ing deaceni of tho spirit and tl»e voice from heaven; tiie only ^uiuse 
which tiwy allow to interx'cne, is the six wcektt' fast in the wilJer- 
nem, iiiimetlintejy after wliich, acoonling to Luke, or after llie ap- 
poreiilly cotemjwrary arrest of (bo Baptist, according to Matthcir 
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oiti] 3Iark, Jcxtu aupcan in Galilee. Luke, in piirliciilar. Iij d^ 
fligiuting (iiL 23.) Inc baptism of Jcsna aa his ■{p.^eoOoi, liis assump- 
tion of office. And by dating llic intcrcoarsic of Jcaus witli Iii* (li»ciplc4 
from the peifriefta '/(j^MOf (Acta i. 22.), cvincM his jximiiuiion 
thiit the Implism niid pubHc man! flotation of Jesus wcru identical. 

Tliu:< tlie goftpcl niiTTativc id nn obst»clv to the adoption of tlic 
two nio»l ]ilsu«iblc cxpcdi<.mts for the proloiigtition of John's minis- 
try, vix., thnt Jksos prcsontcd Itimsclf for baptism later, or tlmt his 
public appearance was rvtanlcd longer after liis baptistn, tlinn has 
Ij«'41 generally inferred. We arc not, Lowcver, compelled to ro- 
noutico either of tliesc BupposilionB, if wc can show tlijit llic New 
Tcslament w-ritcrs might have been led to llicir point of view even 
without liisiorieal grciunds. A sullicient motive lies close at hand, 
and is implied in Ine foregoing observations. Let the Baptist onco 
be considcn^d, as was the case in ibo Christian ehurcli {Acts xix. 4.), 
not a person of indeppjident significance, but simply a Forcmuner 
of the Ciirist ; and the imagination would not litiger with the mero 
Precursor, but would luatcn forward to the oljeel at which he 
pointed. Yet more obvious ia tlie inlercit which primitive Chri«tian 
tradition mu^tt have had in ejccludiiig, nhatcver might havo bceti 
the fact, any interval between the ba})iiitm of Jesus and iho begin- 
ning of his public course. For to allow that Jesus, by his submis- 
sion to John's bapli.im, decltircd hJm.tdf hU disciple, and remained 
in that relalinn for any len^ili uf iimi% wa^ oflcuisive to the rcligioua 
Bontiment of tlie new diurt'li, which desired a Founder instructed by 
God, and not by nimt: anotlicr riu'it, (hiTcfore, would soon be given 
to tlio facts, and the bupti.-nt) i>f Jr-xu* would be held to signify, not 
Ills initiation into tlie school of Julin, but a consecration to nis in- 
dejiendent office. Thu« tlie diverging lO-ittiinoiiy of the cvangelisLt 
does not preclude our niloptiiig the eonduition to which the nature 
of the case lemln n* ; v'tx., tlmt the Baptist had bc«n long labouring, 
anterior to tlie appcJirance of Jirxus. 

If, in addition to thin, wc aucejit the statement of Luke (i. 26. 
and iii. 23,), that Jesus Ix'ing only half & year younger tJian John, 
was about in his thirlictli year at his nppearunci-, wc must suppose 
ihnt John was in his twcniii'th year when be began his ministry. 
There is, ns we hai-c seen, no express Liw against so early nn ejccr- 
cii>e of the prophetic office; neither do I, so decidedly as Cludius*, 
lioKI it improbable that so young a preacher of repcntaiiee should 
make an impression, or even that he should be taken for a proplwt 
of the olden time — an Khas; I will oidy appeal to the ordiiuiry 
courvR of tilings as a sanction for presuming, that one who enten-d 
so mtich earlier upon the scene of action w&s proportionately older, 
capcciaQy when the principles and sjjirit of his teaching tell so plainly 
of a mature am as do ilio diacoursca of John. There arc cxct^pLions 
to tliis mlc; but tlie statement of Luko(i. 26.), that John was only 
aix months older than Jeaua, ia in.iuliicicnt to cstabUsh one in this 
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tlttlmoe, as it acbords irilh tbc interest of the pocticn] legend, and 
must therefore be rcoooDced ftw the slightest improhahility. 

Tlie result then of our critiqac on the chronological oala Imke 
iiL 1. 2. comp. 23. and i. 26. is this: if Je^us. n» LuJcc socms to 
tiri<Icnt1and, appeared in the fiAecnili year of Tihcriut>, the appear- 
ance of John occurred, not in the fame year, but carlk-r; and if 
Jociu WW in hia thirtieth year when ho began his miniBtrj-, the 
I^ptist, so much bis prcdcocsaor, could hardly bo but Bi:^ months 
lii» aeiiior. 



§ 4^ AITEMUXCe ADD DESIOH OF TUP. tunm — IIIS rERSONU. 
RELAT10X8 WITH JKSVS. 

JOHX, a Nazaritc, aocordiog to oar authorities (Slatl. iii. 4. ix. 
14. xi. IS. I^c i. 16.), and in tho opinion of several theologians,* 
an Esscne, i.^ ttaid by Luke (iii. 2.\ to have been summoned lo )us 
public work by tlie word of God pT("» OtoP, which came lo liim in 
the wilderne»a. Not poafteasing tbe Ilapltitt's own declaration, wc 
auiiiot accept aa compk-te the dlleinma ataled by PauluA,t wIicd be 
wiyx, that wo know not whether John himttclf iitterprcled gome cx- 
lenud or internal fiicl as a divine call, or whether ho received a sum- 
inoiM from anotlier individual; and we must add as a llnrd piinsibil- 
ily, lluit his fbllowera Bought to dignify tlie vocation of ihi-ir Toaclicr 
by an exprri<w)n which recalls <o mind tlie ancient Prophets. 

Wliik from the account of Luke il ap])ean that tlic di\-inc call 
Otmc to John in the w'ddernem, iv r^ ^PtEPVi but that for the Por- 
poee of toiwliing and baptixing he rcfortvd to Ifu country aoout 
Jordan, ^fftix^->fK "w 'lopddvov (vet, 8.); Matthew (iii. ff.) niAkca 
the wilderness of Judea tlie seenc of his labours ns if the Jordan in 
which he baptized flowed tliroagh that wildcmc&s. It is Imo that, 
accordbg to Joscphua, the Jordim before emptying itself into the 
Dead Sml travcrsca a ffreai witder/uss, itoaAj/i' fp^Ioi-,* hut this 
was not the wilderness of JudeA, which lay fiulhcr south.! Ucnce 
it lias been supposed that Maltlicw, misku by his apjilicatlon of the 
prophecy, M< ivit:e of one crying in the wililrrnf^, ^»^ ^Jouvrof 
\v T$ ipftpv, to John, who issued from the \ciUUm(49 of Judaa, 
'I'W'Of lie 'lowWoi, pluccd there his htboura as a piracher of repent- 
ance and a baptizcr. idthough llicir trac scene was the blooming Tulley 
of the Jordan.l In the course of t^c's narrali>'c, however, this 
evangelist coaaea to intimate that John forsook tbe wildeniesa after 
receiving Iiis call, for on the occasion of John's message to Jems. 
he makea the Ulier ask. Whom went ye out into tAe vUdemat to 
tett ft iifXuXiSan eJr r^v Ipsffiov OrrfmoOot (\-iJ. 24.). Now as tbc 

■ BUitdli^ OofbUiW dtf SUUaUm Jtw, 1, & SSO. Pwlat. ra*e. lUndtk I •, 
R ISA. Camp. kiM Cnvwr, STwb^k, <, Kilitt. \ Vtamp-f.^'. • IblLJ^ 
tlL I. T. { &(• Winn-, LiU RnlwArUrlnch, A. WoH*. Si^Kkcalarpr, ftUr do 
Unimog do (raUn kaaaoiKfavo Ert<i(fliiiBu, & M | flitwadii ■ >■ igci at wp. S. 
Ml 
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valley of tli« Jonlvn in tlie i-idnity of the Dead Sea waa in fact s 
barren pLiiii, tbii narrow margin of the river excepted, no gnatcx 
mistake may heloiig l» Matthew titan tliat of specifying tlte wildeiv 
nes.t a« llie tflfux; rtjc '\wiaiiu;\ aiii] even rluit may be explained 
away by liie suppo^tion, eilhcfr lliut John, ait he allei-natcly preached 
and h.ijilixt^d, jjasecd &oin the wilderness of Jiidoa to the borders of 
tlie Jordan,* or llint the waste tract through which that river tlowvd, 
bciDg a coiitinuutioa of the wUdenieH« of Judea, retained the same 
[iame.t 

'I'lw! baptism of Jolin could scarcely liavc liccit dprived trom the 
baptism of prciiiclylcg, t for this rile waa iui(iue.'>tiuiiiibly posterior to 
llie ri.-^O of Chrislianity. It wim more iuialogoui< to tlie religiioua 
luslraltous in practice amongst the Jews,, Mpeeially the Ksaenea, 
and WW) apparently founded chiefly on certain <-xpres,fion» used by 
•cvcnd of the prophets in a figurative »cnse, hut afierwai-da undej- 
etood literally. According to these cxiinswions, God n:-ciuire« from 
the Ixravlilish people, as a condition of their reslonif ion lu Iiik fitvour, 
■ wa«lnng and purification trom their inii)Qity, and he promi.tes tluit 
he will himself cleanse them with n'atcr (Isu. i. Itj. V.z. xxxvi. 25. 
comi), Jer. ii. '2'2). Add to tins the Jewinh tioiiuii that tlie Aieettiah 
would not appear witli hia kingdom until tlic InriK-liteii ropeDtvd,$ 
and wc have the combination necessary for the \>v\\i:i that lui al>lu- 
tion, symbolical of convereion and forgivciieas of Eins. must precede 
the advent of the Mcaaiah. 

Our accounts arc not unanimous aa to tlie fiignilicntiun of John'a 
baptism. They aU, it is true, agree in stating njfenUwcv, jifnitwa, 
to be one of its essential requirements; lor even wlint Joscphus says 
of the Baptist, that be admonished the Jews, practising virtue, 
just towartU each vtAcr, and devout towanh (rod, to cumc to his 
iajilism, dpfrrifv hrwaKovvra^. Ktu Tfj irpftf aX^liXov^SiKtuoevvi} ko! Tjpbf 
tiiv Osof ct'Ocfiriif ^pfj^if'roTjf ynTTifl^n") ffvj'ttvoi, |] lias the same aense 
under a Greek form. SInrk and Luke, however, while dougnatii^ 
the baptism of John *3aimo/iu furafviai, add. tl^ dipr.atv ■Jfiopriui' (L 4. 
iii. 3). Matthew Iuls not the same addition: but lie, with Mark, 
de«cril)c:4 the bapliiccd as cottffssin^ their ai/tJt, iiojiokoyovitcvoi rd? 
dfiaprta^ ai>ruf (iii. G.) JoAephus, on tlio other hand, Bpi»ear8 in 
direct contradict ion to them, when he gives it as the opinion of the 
llaptiat, that bajitigin is phiasing to GwL, not when ice aek partion 
^orsome tran-igreesions, but i/e/ten we j)urify t/iS body, after /utv- 
iny ^ria purijied tM mind by riyAt^oimiifsSy ovru yap Kal t^ 
PiKTtoiv drntdtKrii*- ai-rt^ (t<^ Oe^) ^pfitaOai, fiif Irri rivuv i^a^-dAuv 
vaparjjou j^iw^it'tiiv, d}J.' «(!■" dyrei^ tov Outfiaro^, orr iii KnI r^r V"-%W 
Auuotfvi^ ■npta.Kiir.mt)a{iiLlvii^, Wc might Iktc lie led to the suppo- 
sition that the wotdi; fvr the remiMivn of sim, f/f d^t.fiiv ajutfntCiv, 
M in Acta ii. 38, and other pa^Kages, wa* commonly used in rcbtion 

• Wtnor, ut>u|>, S. liSI. f raulua. ul FUp. & 301. t Sdiii(ckcnl.urKrr. UIt iliU 
Attrt dnr .Iniiisihrii I*roHlyU'nUure. |, Sanbcdr. t. Kcrll. S: R. Kliurr iiiii ; >■ Irra*. 
Him p^nitFHliatii ayunt, tune per C'lWnn libera.mtnf; tin wtro^ sm KAfru^tui-. SdiAltpo, 
imr, a, IL 780 IT. | AalSn. irilL t. 2. 
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to ClirUtinn lM(»<icm, and was thence tnuisfcrrcd nnliixlDrically to 
that of Jotin; Uul nji in tbc passages quotc<] from E»-kivI lli<> n-aiih- 
ing tyj'iiir'i nol wily rcfomialioii but fijrgivcncss, the jiTolial/iIitieit 
arc in tiivour of the cvangcliral statement, llorcovcr, it ix pufsible 
to reconcile Jo«;|iIius and tlic Kvani^lists, by undcTEtanding llt« 
words of ll)u foniK-r to mc«n that titc baptism of John was intended 
to cK-ct u inirilicalion, not (torn jHunicohur or merely Ixnitical tmn^ 
sessions, but of ihv entire man, not immediately and mystcrionitly 
UiTotigl) l!i« iigviicy of water, but by mcana of the moral acts of rt^ 
onnation.* 

The «cvcml accounts conecming John arc farther at varianct^ as 
to the Tclntion in which they place liis baptism to the kingdom of 
Aeavett, 0aoiipia riiv oipavuv. According to Slatlhcw, the concise 
purport of the appeal with which he accompanied hia baptism wa«, 
RepoiUfar the kin//dom of heaven ia at hand-, ^ravwlrt ^tiie 
T^p q 0am)>tia tuv- oifKtiOv (iii. 2.) ; accordioj; to I-uko, llw Baptist 
in the first instance mentions only repentance and remission of sins, 
but no kingdom of heaven ; and it ia the conjecture of tlw people, 
that he might be the Hcssiab, by whicli he is lirst led to direct them 
to one who was coming after him (iil 15 £). Li Jonephus, there is 
no trace of a relation between the ministry of John and lite Messianic 
idea. Yet we must not therefore conclude that the Baptist himself 
reco^iecd no such relation, and that its only source was the Chri^ 
tian legend. For the baptism of John, waiving tlie opinion that it 
was derived Irom tite baptism of proselytes, is not quite explicable 
without a reference to the above^nentioned cxjiiutoiy ln»lraiiona of 
the people — lustrations wlitch were to ush^r in ilte times of the ^les- 
siah ; moreover, the appeamnr^ of Jchii.-< iit tmulo more comprehen- 
sible by the supposition, thai John had inlimluceil the idea of the 
proximity of llie Jlcsaiiah's kingdom. 'I'lmt Jo«cphint should keep 
back the Mesaianic aspect of the fact, is in accordance with bts gen- 
eral practice, which i^ explainetl by tlie position of his iieopic with 
respect to the Romans, licwdr)!, in thir c-xprcKcion, l» ansendiU for 
baptiati, pavrtaji^ cvvirvai, in hii< nit-iitioii of p(>|mliir astimtttages, 
VWTpi^itftOat, and in the fear of .\nlipaji Ic-nt JliIui ohoiild cjccilc « 
rtvoU, drt6<naoit, there lies an intiination of precisely sucli u relisMlU 
and jiolilicid movement as the Ito^ie of llie Messiah was cidcuMted 
to produce, 'i'iial tlie Haptijit should so distinctly fbreteU tlic im- 
mediate apjKAFance of tlic Mo«Hiuh's kininlom mu»t ctcaIc surprise, 
and (LukuV rctcrence to a divine call and nnrclation being held un- 
satisfnctorr) iiii<;lil lead to the suuuositioD liint the Christian nar- 
rator, believing that ll»e true Messian was actually numifeslcd in the 
person of Jesus, tlie cotemporitry of John, gare to the language of 
t]>c latter a detinitctiess whicli did not belong to it origituuly; and 
while the Baptist tnerdy said, consonantly with the Jewish notion 
alrady mentioned: Jlepentt thai the kin</aom ofhiaven may ecm«, 
im-m'ouTe, Iva l).<h} if 0a0 r. otfi., a later edition of his woius gavo 
• Thui ■'■iilu*, ■( jDjiL S.81t aoilSCi, Adid. 



2t8 



THE UFE OF JBWn. 



yip {for) instead of I*^ {fAafy But snch a suppoeilion U nccdlcsa. 
In ihoM times of commotion, John migbl easily believe ihnt lie dis- 
ccmod signs, which certified to liim llic nroxinnity of the filcsaiah'a 
kingdom ; the cuct degree of itfl projumity lie left undecided. 

According to tlw Lvangclista, the coming of the kingdom of 
heavfn, pamiMa tuv ot-pm'wp, was aaaociatcd by John with a Mes- 
sianic individual to whom be ascribed, in diatinclion from hia own 
tajitisiD vtlh water, a baptum iciiA l/ie I/oltf Ghost ami tci/A^fire, 
^arrrt^v -nvcifunt iyufi «al mpl (Matt, iii. 11. pairalL). the outpour- 
ing of the Holy H[)irit being regarded n» a leading fcatuix: of the 
AleitHianic times (Joel iL 28; Acts ii. \Q ff.) Of tliis personage Ite 
farther predicted, in imagery akin to that used by the pro^iheta on 
Ihe aame subject, that he would winnow the people as wheat (MaL 
iii. 2, 3. Zech. xiiu 9.). 'Y\v; SyiiopliwJ (iospela slate the case 
an if John cx]>rcssly uuderaiiood thi» Me^iilaiiic individual to be Je- 
ta.\» of Naxarctk Aceoriling to Luke, indeed, tlie raothera of those 
two men were cnusiiMi, and awar« of the destination of their sons. 
The Ha])tist wliile yet unboni iicknowli-dged the divinity of Jeaua, 
and all the circum8lanc«» imply lliut both were early acquainted 
with their relative poifilion, predetermined by a heavenly communi- 
ciition. ]\Intlliew, it \» true, vayn nothing of Kueli a family coimcxion 
between John and Jcj-n:' ; but when Ihe latter preiients himself for 
baptism, he pula into the mouth of John wordj which seem to pro- 
suppose an earlier nc(Iu^intnncl^ Hia expre.<«ion of astonishment 
that Jesus fihoultl corne to him for biiptisni, when he had need to be 
Imptlzed of Je^us, could only arise from a pn-vioiiH knowledge or 
instil ntancouit revelation of hin ehariu'titr. Of the latter tiicre ia no 
intimation ; for the tiivt vi.iible. sign uf the Me^Hialiship of Jesus did 
not occur till afterwardx. While in the first and third (jospcls (ia 
the second, the facta are so opitomixed tiiut the writers view on the 
subject is not evident), Jolin and Jesus seem to have been no stran- 
gers to each other prior to fli« baptism ; in the fourth, the Boplist 
jjointcdiy asserts tliat he knew not Jejns liclbrc the heavenly ap- 
pearance, which, aceoriling to the Syiio|ilieal Gospels, was eoincidcnt 
witli hia baptism (i. 31, 33.). Biniply considered, tliia looks like a 
contradiction. By Luke, the previous acquaintance of the two ts 
stated objectively, as an exlemnl matter ot fact ; by Slutlticw, it is 
betMfed in the involuntary confeN>ion of the astonished Baptist ; in 
the fourth Gospel, on the contrary, their pre\-ious unaetjuaintancc a 
attested subjectively, by his premeditated assertion. It was not, 
therefore, a veiy tanctchcd idea of the M''olfenbUtlcl fr^mcntiat, to 
put down the contradiction to the account of John and Jcstu, and 
to preaonie that they had in fact long known and consulted each 
Qtlier, but that in public (in order better to play into one another's 
liund.'t) ihey demeaned tbemsdvca as if they hoJ hitherto been nmt- 
ual strangers, and each delivcicd an unbiassed testimony to tho 
Other's exwllence.* 

* FngnMsnt TOD (lomZirtcliaJMU nnd •clocr Jangcr, haraiMgog. *. LcMlng, S. 1311 It 
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Tbat sach prcmedibilcd dissimiiUlion tnigbt not 1)c imputecl to 
Jolin, Ktid indirrctiv lo Jesus, it luis been sougtit to disprorc the 
exiatencc of the contrndiction in question cxogeticully. ^^' luit John 
karnci) lit>in the hcnrcnly sign was tlic Mcssiohsliip of Jcsub : to 
tliia therH'oTC, and not to his person, n-fcr tlic word*, I knew him 
not, Kjiyu ai-K gilap avrbv.^ But it ma.y be oucslioned whether socb 
an aotjuaintanefi as John roust have had with Jcaua, prcaapposiDg 
the narralive of Miitlhe.w and Lube, was acporahlt^ from a knowledge 
of hia M('j(.«ia!i.-ihi|i. TIm; eonnexion and intorcourae of the two faxa- 
iliea, iu» ik-HtTilK^d hj- Luke, would render it impossibJc for John not 
to be early iiifomiMl iiuw fiolfiiinly Jeens bad teen aitnounced as 
the Mcj>8iidi, bcfoTxt and at liU birth : be could not tlierclbre ta.j at 
a later period thnt, prior to the fign from heaven, be Itad not kmretij 
but only that he had not btluivtd, Itic story of fonnw wonders, one 
of whicli lY'lntcs to himsolf.t It b«ing thua unavddabtc to acknowl- 
edgu thnt by the nbovc declaration iii the fourth Ooitpcl, tl>e Baptist 
is cxeludcd, not only Jrom a knowledge of ilu: )Ic-4»iali:tlitp of Jo- 
ms, but also from a pcreonal acquaintance with him ; it has been 
attempted to reconcile the first eliupter of LuXe with tliis ignonnce, 
by appealing to the distance of rcsiilenee Iwtwcen tlie two families, 
aj a preventive lo tlic continuanoc of tJiPtr iiiicr(rounie.J But if th« 
jounii^y from NaKarcth to the hill ciiuiitry of Jiidca wan not too 
formidublc for the betrothed JIarj% how could it be »o for the two 
sons when ripening to maturity^ What culpable iiulifTcrcnco ts 
hereby supposed in both bmilics to llie heavenly communicaliona 
tbOT bad rccci^xd! nay. wlut could be the object of those commuui- 
CBtiona, if they bad no iofiuencc on the early life and inlcrooarsu of 
the two scmiti 

Let it be granted that the fonrth goppcl excludes an acquaintance 
with tiie Jleasiahship otdy of Jesus, and that the tliird presupposes 
■n acqoaiiitanoe with his peraon only, on the part of Jolin ; still the 
oontradiclion is not removed. l*'or in Matthew, John, when required 
to baptise Jeitus, addresses him as if bo knew him, not gonerally 
and pentonally alone, but specially, in his character of Alcssiah. It 
is true that iho words: J ham need to U baptUtd of tket. and 
cotntd thou to me f (iii. 14.) have been interpreted, in the true 
spirit of barmonizing, as referring to the general superior exccllcnco 
of Jesus, and not lo his Messialt3hip.ll But the right to undertake 
the baptism which was to prepare the way ior tbo Mcuiak's king- 

* So think* SmdIct 1b bb ttattna U Ibf aWn PnitomU; In lob t •> thl>k iDiial of 
IbamodMiit; naok. QncUcbte da CbriictnUium* in do P*ri«lc idiMr Bln/Dhnui^ 1, 
K.T. Winer. m.\. KrajBArtuh.. I, & 6»1. f Lrt th* nailn Mn br biowdt utictlKr 
N«nilvr> inniirn'otn Iw nal forcfd : "Kno if Itn BtpUst amMhMtn txptttt^' (uy 
nlhir iDiKl nivxunl; bun kson) "fmn lb* droiauCucM cf Ik* Unb of Jcaii, Ikat 
ha *u lb* Uoniah, th« illTlne nlliww in His ■><(■ mind vmld «fl>pM kll aaunu) iMIi- 
imiiijr, Mid cMn|MUTd »ltb tUi divins iHuaJntlion. all prcrima knBiil*4s* vnU mub 
ISBDnan^" p. (W. t Laffcc, ConniMMu nun E<r>a|{. Jdbwub 1, 8. 86!. g DdanJor, 
lo dwpab, kMan^ ihM lb* liMnnlj lonnninlcmtialu UKBualvM B^l^ mouin ilincllts* 
far— kwpinstbamjraaUMapattJS. 117. | Ucw, Gnchlcbu Jon, 1, S. IIT t. l>ui. 
loi, at m^. S. 3«d. 
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dom, wos not 1o be obtained by moral supcriorily in general, but 
WM conferred bya apecial call, such as John himself had nccciwd, 
ftnd sach as could belong only to n pTO))hct, or to tlic Mcseiali and 
bis Forerunner (John i. 19 ff.) If ihcn Jolin nllribntcd to Jesus 
autborily to baptize, lie nm«l Iiavft rcgiinlwl liiin not merely as an 
excvUtnt man, but aa induliitably » prophet, nay, since he Iicld him 
worthy to baptize himself, as hi* own (•iijierior ; that is, since John 
conceived himself to be the Jli'.isiah's I-'fiR-runiicr, no otiicr than 
the Slesaiah himeeK Add to lliiii, that Mal(hi-w had just cited a 
discourse of tJic Uapli.it. in ivhieli he aserilte* to the coming Mes- 
siah a baptism more powcHul than hi» own ; how then c«ti vre un- 
cloTStand his subsequent langua^ towards Jesus othiTwi^v lltan 
thus: "Of what use is my water bajitiKm to thee, O Mo^iah? Far 
more do I ncnd ihy baptism of tlie SiiirJt !"• 

The eonfnidiction cannot be cleared nwuy: we muxt iherefbrc. 
if «rv would not lay the burthen of intenlioual deccjition on the 
agent*, Wt the narrators l)ear the IjUine ; an<l lliere will be the loss 
bindrancc to our doing so, the more obvious it i» how one or both 
of them might be led into an ern>iii-oiif utati'.menl. There ia in the 
present case no obstaele to the rtJconeilLstiiMi of Matthew with tJic 
fourth cvangflist, fiirther than the wordi* by which ihc Hiiptist i^ceks 
to deter Je^us from recdvinp; buplivin ; words whii:h, if uttered be- 
fore the occurence of any tiling Kup>;nintund, presupposi; a knowl- 
edge of .lesus in his clijiraefer of Mvssiali. Now the (jospcl of the 
Hebrews, netording to Kj'iphiiiiiu», pUce-s the entreaty of John tliat 
Jesus would biiptiKc him, nji a eei|ucl to the .sign from liiyivcn ;t and 
this account has been recently regarded iw the original one, abridged 
by the WTiter of our first Gospel, who, for the !*ake of eifect, made 
the refusal and confession of the Ilapiii't coincident ivith the 6rFt 
approach of Jcsus.^ ''"' 'bat wc haw not in the Gospel of the 
Ilebrcws the original fonn of fho naniitive, iif sufficiently proved by 
its very tedious repetition of the ln-nvenly voice and the ditTuse style 
of the whole. It is ratliev n very trniliiioDiil rccortl, and the inser- 
tion of John's rcfusa] after the sign 7»id voice from beiivcn, was not 
made with the view of avoiding aconlrnilictionof the fourth Gospel, 
which cannot be supposed to ntii-c Iwcn recognized in the circle of 
the Kliioiiite Christians, but from the very motive erroneously at- 
tributed lo Matthew in hia alleged trmi8|K)silion, namely, to give 
greater effect to the scene. A simple refusal on the part of the 

* Cnnp. Itw Ftuk'i'*"'"', <■< ""I'- t Iltfrci. xxx. 13: KaJ w( iti'M^i' ili4 ro> 
' HmgtnilOi'w of mpannl, lai (lilf rd itrtvfia rui< O106 ti ifiav If iidci mpimr^ *. r, X. 
flSfSsMMro 1. r, A. mi ii-Di( itrpu'-Ao^' rAv riwa'puf ^J"' ivIAjr.ftislv. 6 'luuv>w 
ifjrt Vhv vt' 'ic ''1 Ki'vxr; cai niia ^vil t. T.X. loi rdri, ^qaJv. u 'Icjiinvuc iroframxi* 
•(t^ tt<7« dicyuu aai Ki-fiu, av ja piatrioia; Jiut loint h aimi/nm Itic hvIit, tht Am»- 
CM mre tipmri', on J hf «-rir ttn hnij tpini bj fl^ht lia Jvrm vJ'h thn^ ^v.. iiud n t^r 
tMd 4g«n/, ^-, ntf iiiimfJuiltlg a grfvl I'^t iUitminnUd tht fUtrt; trtinjf vkn.\, John $9*4 
IVjUb, Who art Uou, Larif and aj|qi<i <i tvi". j-c -IbiI ibn, .AiAn/'UiBy ■•' hit /rrl, 
taUUhim, I ti'Arjch Ihtt, ImH, hijitiu im. J $i'hnci:kFii)iur]i:cr. ulxr •len t'ripnin|{dc* 
«nl«i katiMiix'lu II Kvmiff'Uami, S. 131 t.i LOvkr. Cmnni. «. l!r. Job,, I, 8. 3111. U*Uri, 
abcr drn Tluirr JnliDimi'* u. ■. w^ Slacltm, !, 3. & lIC 
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Baptiat a[)]>eared too weak ; lie must at lewt bll >t tho feet of Jo* 
bus; and a more Hiiital>l« ocumton could tiot be given thun lliat of 
the s^jti from hcaren, wliicli luwordtngiy intiMt Iw placed befon^hand. 
This llebrevr Gospel, thervrun*, will not )k-I|i u» lo andcnlJUid lioir 
3Iatrtiew wan led into eontnidi[:lion Willi John; vtill leM will it nrail 
for the exjJaoation of Lukv'.t uunative^ 

All b naturally- cxpliiincd by tlie oDondention, that the impoiw 
tant relation between Jobn and Jchilji must have been rcganlcd u 
existing at all timm, bj resNOii of that a:tcn]il)on of pTOCxistciUW 
to the essential nhich U a clinracterisiic of ihi; [lojmbur miml. Jitst 
83 the aofd, when coiuiidercd a« an e8«cii>c<?, i» concivM more or 
leas clearly as pro-existent ; so in llw popular mind, every rehition 
pT^iant with con«cqucnce» i« endowed with prtxxijtirncc. Henoe 
tbo UaptLiI, who eventually hcid so Mignifiouit a relation to Jesus, 
must hav<- known iitm front the first, a» is inditttinctly intimnled by 
Maltliciv, and nion: minalely dctailwl by Lake; according lo whom, 
llieir mothers kikcw endi oliier, nitd the mns t]>cni«J,vi'a were brou^it 
together while yet unlMm. AU lliin is wanting in the fourtli Go«- 
pe^ the writer of whidi attribiileii an 0[>]WtHlc atuwrtion lo Join, 
simply because in his mind an opposite inlen»t preponderated ; for 
ihe less Jesus was known lo John by wlioin he was afterwards so 
extolled, lite more weiidit was llironTi on tlic miraculous scene which 
orrvstcd the regards of the ItaplUt — the more clearly vru» his whole 
{■Msition with res|)ect to Je»iis deraonslraled to be Uie eiTecl, not of 
tlic nuluial order of events, hut of the immediate agency of God. 

i. 46. Wis JESUS ACEMOWLEtKiEP DT JOIIN iS TUEUES31AII? AHD 
IN WIUTSEXBB? 

To till; foregoing tjaestion whether Jesos was known to Jnhn 
before thu baptum, is allacii^<l another, nxmely. What did John 
think of Jesus and his Slessialiahip ? The cvangehcal narratives are 
unanimous in slating, that before Jesus had presented himself for 
baptism, John liad annonnced tlic immediate coining of One to 
whom he stood in a snbordinalc relation ; and the M«n« at the 
bsptism of Jesus marked him. beyond mistake, as the personage of 
whom John vna the forerunner. According to Mark and I^oke, we 
must prcitunio that tlie Baptist gave crtnlcnce lo this sign : accord- 
ing to tl>c fourth Gospel, lie expressly attested his bericf (i. 34.), 
and moreover uttered words wliich evince the deepest insight into 
the higher nature and office of Jesus ^i. 29 C &6; iu. 27 £); accord- 
ing to iho first Gospel, he was already convinced of lhe.»c before the 
luiptisin of Jesus. On the other hani], Alallhcw (xi. 'i If.) and Luke 
(vii. 18.) tell us that at a laler period, the Baptist, on hearing of the 
ministry of Jesus, despatched some of hia disciplca to him with the 
inqniiy, whether lie (.Jesus) wa« the promised Messiah, or whether 
another must be expected. 
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The first impression from tItU is, that the quMlion (iciiotfid an 
nnccrtainty on tlio part of llic Ba|rtist whether Jc^iis vrcn: mall^ 
the tklcasiah : sn<I so il was cnrly andrrstood.* But such a doubt 
is in direct contradiction with all the other circnm^tniu-cs reported 
hy tlw evangel ii>ts. It is justly rcenrded as psjrcholodcnlly iuipos- 
aible that he \t1iom belief was originxtcd or confirmefl by Iho bap- 
tiamnl sign, which he held to be n dit-inc rei-clation, and who after- 
wards prononnocd so decidedly on the ilcssianic coll iiml the snpcnor 
nature of Jesua, should all at once have become unsteuuly in liis oon- 
viclion : he must then indeed have been like a iced shaken by the 
wind, a comparison whii:h Jcsiis abnegates on this very occasion 
(ilatt. xi. 7.). A cause for such vacillation is in vain sought in the 
conductor fortunes of Josus at the time; for the rumor of //«r leoris 
of Chriat, Ipytt rav Xptann/, which in Luke's idea were miracles, 
conhl not awaken duubt in llie Baptist, and it was on this nunoor 
that he went hts mestia^ Ia-iiIv, how could Jcfius sabse()uently 
(John V. 33. (T.) tao oontidently apiicul to llie teflliinony of the liap- 
tijtt concerning him, when il wa-i known that John liiiusclf was at 
hut [>er)>lexed about hi» Mot-^ialuhiiitt 

Hence it has been attempteil to give a ditferent turn to the fact*, 
and to show that John's inquiry waa not made on his own oceount, 
but f»r the iwke of his diseipleM, to overcome in ihrin the doubt 
with which hewnshimsdf untainUriLt Hereby it is true, tlic abo\'e« 
nanifil ditTiciiItics arc removed; in particular it is explained why liic 
]}uptis< Kliould eontrive to pcn<i this message precisely on hearing 
of the minii'Ii-a of Jcsns: hi- plninly hoping ihnt hi* liiscipU-JS who 
had not UJieved iii» testimony to i!ie Mcssialiship of Jesus, would 
be convinced of its truth by beholding tlie nmrvcllous works of the 
latter. But how could John ho{}o tliiit his envoys would rhiince to 
find Jesu.'< in the act of working niirat1i-Ji ? Acconling to Matthew, 
indeed, they did not so find him, nnd Jesns appeals (v. 4.) only to 
tiis former works, nuiny of which they had seen, and of which Uiey 
niigfit hear wherever he Imd prcwnted himself. Luke alone, in 
giving his evidently sceond-hantl nanntive.S roisconstnies the wonls 
of Jcsiis to rr«[u!re tlmt the disciples of John should Il»\'^ found 
him in the cxcruise of his siipeniaiiiral power. Further, if it had 
been the object of the Itnplist to persunde his diseiph-s by a sight 
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of the works of Je^us, he would not have chnigvil them with a 
question wluch conld be answered by tlic mere words, the authentic 
declaration of Jesus. I'or he could not hope by the assertion of 
the [lerson whose Mcssialiship was the very point in debate, to con- 
vince the disciples whom his own dcolanttiou, in other cases, au- 



* Tcrtoll. adr. Murclon, It. IS. Cinnp. Bufnl. hhldrli«.*K«8«tia>l rstnaTki ta MftlL 
xi. !>~l(l, In Ml ARhlT..I, ill. p. Tfi4 ff. f Am Pauliii, Kuiall. in luc. B>rifil, nt lup. 
p TR3. I ChItid, lUnoai. in luinn. ty. Mtith., Hits. •! I.uc. In ]nr. ( IV* mgttn with 
SchlaJMiiurhar, (ninr ilcii Luhwi. S. 106 f] In tbui dnleniiline llic narnlinaf th> Ihlrd 
ev«nE«llgt, nrat,on lutncmtof ihe Idle rrpctilion of the BnitilK'* worilt. rrr. 'JO ; Hcinilljr 
00 acicoiiiit of the mliUkc In Ver. IS anrl ••}, of wlildi v« (luU pnwntly trtal, and M 
wfalcti Tcr. S9, 30. Hcm M iMny a *linil>r ana. 
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fborllntivf, Iiwl ftifcd to wilinfy. On the wltolft, it would have 
been n siiigubir coum in tlu- Baplutt to lend his own worda to the 
doubts of uiIkt!'. ami tltPR-by, oa S<^hIpiertniM;h<-T w<dl obacTvea, to 
com (iron) isc bin i-iirly ancl r(-[>0-Uted lailtniotiy in favour of Jcsu.4. 
It is clear that .Ji'jmii uiidenlood tbo quwition i>ro[>ofted to hini by 
the nwytWiigOT* aa i>ro<;«dirig froui John Iiim-ielf ; (iTa>7riAare 'Iw 
4vpit, Jliili. xi. 4 :) und he hidirectly coiii[ilaii)od of ilu> want of faith 
in Ihe Inltftr by jvronouncing those blessed wlio were not oSended 
in Jiim (vc-r, 6).* 

If lI*on it muftl be graotcd iliat John made liia iii<)uinr on liia 
on'ti brJialf, and not on lliat of his diaciplcs. and if uevcitJjelesa we 
cannot inipDie to him a snddcn lapee into doubt after liis previous 
confidetice ; nothing remains but to take tlw positive instead of the 
n^itive ude of tlte qiwstioii, nnd to consider its scepticism oa tlie 
mere garb of itubstanlial ciicoamgeraent.t (^ this inlerpretatiOTt, 
tlie linto wbicb Josus alIowc<i to escape mthout pubhcly roanifcsl- 
ing himself as the Mcsaiah, seemed too tedious to Jotin in his im- 

[irwonment: he sent tlwrreforc to inquire how long Jesus wwdd allow 
timself to be waited for, how long he would dewy winning to him- 
self the belter part of (lie people by a declaration of Iiis Qlcasiah- 
ship, and striking a decisive blow against the enemies of his caosc, 
a Mow thai mij,'m even liberate the Baptist from his prison. But 
if tlie Uaplixl, on the strength of his belief thai Jesus was tlic Mes- 
siah, hoped and sued for a dclivcraiioc. perhaps miraculous, by him 
from prison, he woiUd not clothe in the language of doubt an en- 
treaty which sprang out of his faitli. Now the Inquiry in our cvan- 
gelieid text is one of unmixed doubt, and encouragement must be 
tuUtcd in, btfore it can bo found there. How great a violence mu«t 
be done to the words ia swn by the way in which Scldeierniachcr 
liandle.1 them in accordxiKX with this interpretation. The dubita- 
live quc±>tion, ai> n h tfx^afof ; he changes into the poeitivo as- 
Rumjxion, Mo« art Ae wAa wo* to come; the other still more cm- 
barnwsiiig interrogatory, g htpov RpomJoKufifc; lie completely trtuis- 
figurca ihos: vAerefore {tetiruf t/tat tkott pejrformett to f/rtat xcorkd) 
& tw yet ateaii theef — shall not John %oith all Ais aufAorUy 
commaiui, thrvugh us, all those wAo Aav« partaken of fut tkijttUni 
to o6e>/ th^e aa tAt Mtwah, and bt atfeuUve to tAy tiffntt Kwn 
if we allow, with Ncondcr, tl>o posdbilily of truth to this interpro- 
tation, a mere summons to action nnll not accord with the earlier 
repreM.'ntnl)on of Jcsas given by the Itaptist. The two enunei- 
aliona arc at tesac as to fomi: for if John doubled not the Mejtsiah- 
ship of Jesus, neither could lie doubt his better knowledge of the 
itttmg time and manner of liis appearanec : still fartlier are tliey at 
isntc as to matter; for the Baptist could not take offence at what ia 
termod llie delay of Jesus in manifesting himself aa Um; McMiali, or 
wish to animate him to bolder conduct, if Ite relunod his early view 

■ Cmnfn CUrtn ia be, ind Bcnpl ol tmf. 8. TU C t T^h OMri ncMil cwn- 
Duiutun : I'anlu Kaiiidl Bcng*!, Hue, TlMil^ *•! ■*« PHIMb*. 
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of tlifi <lMt!niilion of Jesus. If he slill, a,i fomierly, coiicnvei! Jnaus 
to be (/«! /..amh of Ood that taJceth away the aim of the worlds 
h tl/tvif Tofi Btov, 6 alpuv r?))' ifiapriav rov xdofioC, no tbouglit could 
occur to him of a lilow lo l>« Dtruik by Jcsur againal Lis enemies, 
or in general, ol" a violent procodure to be crowijoil by external coo- 
quest; ratlicr, the <\uie:t jualh wliicb Jctnis trod mu-st appear to bim 
tne right one — ^tbo patb bolitlitig the dcclinntion of the Lamb of 
God. Tims if the question of John conveyed a mere summons to 
action, it contradiotca liia previous views. 

These exiiedicnts failing, the original explanation rcliims upon 
us; namely, that the inijuiry wan an expre.-wiuTi of uncertainty re- 
specting the messianic dignity of JoJitut, which had arisen in tlw 
Baptist B own mind ; an explanation which even Neander allowa to 
be the most natural. This writer seeks to aecount for tlic traosietit 
apostacy of the Baptist from the strong failh in which ho gave bU 
earlier testimony, by the supposition that a dark hour of doubt liad 
overtaken tbc man of God in his dismal prison : and he cites in- 
stances of men wlio, persecuted for their Christian faith or olbej con- 
Tictions, after liavinjr long borne witness to the truth in the lace of 
death, at length yielded lo hutnan weakness and recanted. But on 
a closer examination, ho has given a fidse analogy, I'enecatcd 
Cbrislians of the lirst ccntiiric*, and, later, a Berengarius or a Gor- 
liico, were 6dae to ibe convictions for which ihey were inipriAOncdi 
and by abjuring wliicli they hoped to saw theinseUes : the IJtiptist, 
to be compared wiili them, idiould have ri'tractcd liis censure of 
Ilerod, and not have shaken his testimony in favour of Christ, which 
had no relation to his impnsonrncnt. Ilowever tliat may be, it ia 
evident here that theao doiibis cannot have been jirecctlcd by n 
stale of certainty. 

We come again to the difficulty arising from (he atatcroent of 
Blatllicw that John sent his two diociples on hearing of the urorkt 
of ('hridt, Akovoo^ 7& Ipya rod Xpioroti, or as Luke has it, because 
Ilia dij.ciplcs sAowed him of all tfiese thing*. a7;iifju>MV ntpl ndiyruv 
TwSrwi'. The Uticr ev-ingelist has nsmucd, iiunitnlialely before, the 
raising of the widow's eon, and ihc lu'iiling of tlic ci'iiiuriou's ser- 
vant. Could John, tlien, believe Jesus to be (lie Missiali before he 
had jwrforracd any measianic works, and l* seiKcd witii iloiibt when 
Ii« bcjgiui to legitiniatiKO his eUim by miraclca RH;h as were expecl- 
od from the Messiah *" This is so opjxi^ed to ull pHvehological 
probability, that I wonder Dr. Paulus, or some other exjiositor vera- 
ed ijt psychology and not timid in verbal criticism, has not started 
the conjecture that a negative lins slipped out of Matt. xi. 2, and 
that its proper reading is, 6 ii 'ludtt-T)^ ovKiKovoa^ It- -ri^ 6ea)tt.iTtipUi 
rd Ipya TovXpioToi.K- r. X. It might then be conccivcil, thai John 
lia<i indeed been convinced, at a former period, of the Messialiahip 
of JceuB ; now, liowevcr. in his impriaonmenl, tho works of Jcaus 
oame no longer to his ears, and imagining him iiiacltve, he was as- 
* TUi dldttulty Mcurml te Bongd ■Ixi, ut nip. p. TCP. 
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suled with doubt. But had John been previoasly satuified of ihe 
Ibt^ahsliip of JvsuH, (he iii«re want nf ncc^iijuntancc with hiit min»- 
cIm could not have unhingvd hitt fnilh. Tlio ncttud cause of John's 
doabt, however, wm llio report of th«M miracle-t; — « «Uito of the 
ctuc which Is irrvconcilenblv nUb miiy ]>reTious ooiitidcno& 

But how could be become uncerintn about tbc MesMxIuthiii of 
Jesiu, if he hiwl noxT rccogiuxod it t Not indeed in tli<>, m»sc of 
beginning to saspect thnt Jeitua wait nrV tli« MeMiali ; but ijuite 
possibly in the sense of bejjiiitiing to conjecture tliat a Pian of .tuch 
tlceds W(u the Messiali. 

We have here, not n dccnj'ing, but a growing certainly, and this 
discrimination throws light on the wltole purjiort of the passages in 
([ucstion. John knew nothing of Jesus before but tbnt he litid. like 
many oliicrs, partaken of his baptism, and perhaps frequented the 
circle of Ilia discipli-s : and not until nl^cr titc imprisonment of the 
Biipliet did Jcaus op|>car as a ti'aeh<rr, «iid worker of miracles. Of 
this John hnaril, and tlicn nro.te in his mind a conjecture, Iniught 
with hope, that as be I mil announced the proximity of the Mcssioli's 
kingdom, this Jesus might \>c he who would verify his tdca.* So 
interpreted, this nicswige of the Bapli-it exclude* his previous te«li- 
mony ; if he had so :>]K>ki'ii funnerly, he euuhl not have so inquired 
litllerly, and vice vcran. It is onr limk, th<Tefoi'e, lo compare tho 
two contradiclory statements, that we may nMcertnln wiiicli has moro 
traccfl tliaii the nllicr, of truth or untruth. 

Tiie most definite expressions of John's conviction that Jesus 
was tlie Hossiah are Ibund ui the fourth Gospel, and these eu&gest 
two diiiltnct qu^'i'tions: tirsi, wbetbor it bo conceivable that John 
had such a notion of the Messiah as is therein contained; and, 
secondly, whether it be probable that )ie believed it realized in l)ic 
penon of Jena.-*. 

With respect to the former, the tuurlh (ioflpcl makes the ltai>- 

' tist's idea of tlie Messiah include tlie characteriatics of expnatoiy 

Bofiiaii^, and of a premuiidane, heavenly cjcialcnec It has been 

attempted, indeed, ao to interpret the expressions with which he 

' directs bia dieciplcs to Jesus, as to viTacc the notion of expiatory 

' mfferinc. Jesus, wo are told, is compared lu a lamb on aceonnt of 

his mednesfl and patience ; aiptif rffv afiapriav rtiH ttisfuiv, is lo be 

understood cither of a patient endurance of the world's malice, or 

of an endeavour to remove the sins of the world by reforming it ; 

and Uie sense of (ho Bnpiist'a word^ is thb: "How moving is it 

that this meek and gentle Jef<iia alundd have undertakeu no difficult 

■adpainfiil an o(ticc:'*t But the best critics have sbon-n that cN-en 

* Tha gaipt\ wrUon, after «hat Ikojr bid umlnl at the ntuloiu brtmcn iem» 

lOui lUjili*!, of cnurM unilmlned tfat ^uedian lo riprnd iloulil, vliBncc proliaLIf t. 

^.. ^ntt.) and *. 'JS (I.hIh) camo lu Hit oMiBcrliini, Suppiwlne (h«s |tuutp« auUinillf^ 

' Oi^ nggif t inolhcr noijirian : vii, that Joua apokt In the runenlDg vtna of aplrtUul 

oitMcki^ aail liul iba Hapilii »u pttpttxod tij titc «litca« of eorpottal osm. Tba 

iiaivaf ni Ifiya r, X. dluiI ihra In wl ibwn to ih* wriut't niiu|ipnlunilon of the ra- 

pniduiii ufJcwak, I Uil'Irr mi t'auliu. 

IS 
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if alptiv bv itflelf might bear ihid intcjprclation, still ^*^, not 
Djcrel^ Willi tlic article tut nitb the adiUlion tov OtoH, must MgnJfjr, 
not a lamb in gcueml, )>iit a special, holy Lamb: and i^ a.* U most 
nrobablc, thist Jc-sigiiatioii luw reference to IsaL liiL 7., aiprtvT^v 
iltapTtav can only be exjioiuicled by what ia tliere ))redicated of llm 
lanibliki^ sen-aiit of (.iwl, Ihnl lie rd^ a^uifria^ iifiitv ^ifpti, Koi wrpl 
igtiiv 66vva-rai (V. 4, LXX.), words n-hicL must signify vicArious 
mifli-rine.* Now thnt tlic Biijilisl should have rcfyn-cd the above 
pn:i[>l)ctic piisengi- to tliv Meffiali. and hence liave thought of him as 
Buftcring, lias been recently lield more tlian doubtful.t 

For so foreign to tht^ current oiiiiiion, nt least. vfSA ihifl notion 
of tlic Mcfisinh. that the disei)>tes ot Jesus, during the whole period 
of tlteir intercourse with him, could not reconcile tlicniselvcs to it; 
aiid wlicn Iiis death had nctuidly resulted, their trust in him as the 
31«:viiili wns utterly confounded (Luke xxiv. 30 IT.). How, llien, 
couhl the Baptist, who, according to thcsolcmndcclamtion of Jcsuk, 
Mutt. xi. 1 1., conlirmcxl by the alluEions in the Gospels to his strict 
ascetic life, ranked below the least in llic kingdom of heaven, to 
whieli the ii])oslles already belonged — how could tlii3 alien discern, 
long before the Buflcringa of Jesua, that they pertained to the 
cliaracter of the Mesaia)!. when the denizens were only taught the 
same le«gon by the iasue ? (.>r, if the Itapti jI really had such in- 
sight, and communicated it to his disciples, why did it not, by means 
of those who IcO: his circle for that of .Ic-sus, win an entrance into 
the latter — nay. why did it not, by means of the great credit which 
Johu enjoyed, mitigate the offence canned by the dealU of Jesiw» in 
the pabCc at him; ?t Add to this, tlut in none of our accounts of 
the Ilaptist, with the exception of the fuuriK (loapel, do we find 
that lie enterlsined snch ricwa of the Matsiahs characlct; for, not 
to mention .Tosephus, the Sjnioiitic^l (ionjwia confine hia rcurcaenta- 
tioii of the Slcssianii: office to the spiritual baptism and winnoivjng 
of the people. Still it remains jtoaiaihlc thut a penetrating mind, 
like that of the Ilapliat, might, even before the death of Jeans, 

fitlicr from Old Teataiiient phraitcs and types t!ie notion of a auf- 
ring SIcssiah, and that hi.i obNcurc hint.i on the mibjcct might not 
be eomprcliendcd by hi.< di.scipli-M and eiitemiiornrics. 

Thus the aliov<i considoriition.-* aw not ilceiaivc, and we there- 
fore turn to the oxpn's-iinn-i conci^iltig the pr<^mundane existence 
and heavenly oriu;in of the Messiah, with thv fiucition: Could the 
Baptist have really held .tuch tcnet^t? That fivrni the worda, John 
i. 15, 27, aO: JJe that eometk after me >» jirtf%rrtd bcfoiv tna; /or 
lie was before vie, b drfffw (tov ipxofuvo^ IfirrpoaOli' jtou ^^'Oiin-, 4ti 
ffptJrnf jttiv (jv, iioiliing but dogmatical obslin.icy can banish the 
notion of prtM'xiittencc, is seen by a mere glanee at snch expositions 
as this of I'aulus: "He who in tlio course of time comes «ftcr mc; 



* He Wiiu, lie niort* t'hriili (ii]>ial'>ri«, jii lii> (lim..-. iIiimI. S 77 IT. I.O<-Lr, Ointn. 
lum Kf. Juli. I, S. 34T IT, Wiiivr, Itilil. Kvalvivnriburli 1, S. 6'J3, Anm, t CsU«r tui 
Puiluh Uu nVUn I lis WiitU, at rap. p. TO. 
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hia to appouvd in my ttycs, ffinpoaOiv /(ov, that he (fin — Ctore, 
prcniisfl^-oonclutioD !) liwrrve* ntlier from liis rank and character 
to lie called ihe firrt."* Wiih |)Tcpon<1cTit!ng argumffiits more nn- 
prcjadicetl conimt^ntatoni have maintaJtird, Unit (lie reason liere 
given wJiy Jc.fus, who npjJcnR'rl after the Ba[ilist in point of time, 
had the prccvdciicc of iiim in dipcui'v. in Ih'- pre-oxinlenoe of tlic 
fonncr.t Wc luivc hrrc ohviowply tlic favourite Jogma of ihc fourth 
evangelist, tltc eternal prc-cxistcncc of the J-^y^. present indeed to 
tlw mini) of that uritfr, who had just hci?n inditin^ his proem, hut 
that it was also pnrsent to tl.c mind of the Banlbt is another qn«»- 
tion. The most rreent expositor allows tlial the <iensc in wlitvh the 
erangeliat intends Tpwrof iiov. must l»aY« brcii very remote from tlic 
Bapll8t*a point of view, at least 80 fer lu the >-^y*K is con«;mcd. 
The Baptist, he thinks, held the jtopular Jen-iah notion of the pre- 
cxiAtence of the Ueasiah, as tlie suhjeet of the Old Testament 
theophanie»,t There nie traces of ihi^ Jcwiiih notion in llto writings 
of I'aul (e. g. 1 Cor. x. 4. Cot. i. IH f.) and tlie rabhiiig;$ and 
allowuig llial it was of Alcxaudriaii origin, ns Rivl Schneider argnc8,| 
we may vet ask witether even la-.fiMis ihi- Mine of Chriiit, ihe Alexan- 
diian-jnuaic thcoloev may not iiave modilietl tlic opinions of tltc 
mothacoanlryT^ Even i1m»« expreasionx then, taken alone, are not 
ooiwltu'ive, aluioagh it begins to ap]x-Jir su!]>ici<vuit that the Baptist, 
otherwise conS)>ieum» for eichibiting the practical nidr of tlic idea 
of the Messiah's kingilom, sliouhl Imve ascTibei! to htm by llie fourth 
cviu^']i»t wiely, two notions which at that time undoiibiedly 
belongr^l only to ilio dociwst messianic speculations; and that the 
fonn in which ihojie notions arc expressed is too peculiarly that of 
the writer, not to be put to his account. 

We arrive at a more decisive result by taking into examination 
the passage John iiL 27 — Ati, where Jo!m replies to the complaints 
ofhis disciples at the rival baptUm of Jesus, in a way that reduces 
all commentators to perplexity. After ohowing how it lay at tlic 
Ibundalion of their respective destinies, which he desired not to 
overstep, that be must docrea«c, while Jesus most inoeasc, he 
prOGOeos (ver. 31) to use farms of expression precisely similar to 
tliose in which the evangelist nukea Jesos speott of himself, and in 
which he delivers his own ihon^hls ooneeming Jesus. Our most 
recent eoiiimcntaloi-** allows lluil ihis diaeourac of John seems the 
echo of the foregoing conversation between JesuA and Nicodeuioa.'tt 

■ l**u1ui>, L(ka J«ni. 1 ft. At tTdita. 8. 0, 31. f Tl»l«(k mi LOfcr. In Im 
I LOcIm, M mp. f Sk BiMbildil, ClffbMla|[tt JndMram J«u ifi^iliniwaij >tal«, | 
S3— 'M. I |-r«Ut.UU. )>. 1 1. ^ S«c nttinr, rUb dB>l ilU Alexandr. TbniMptlK 
put U. p. IWX ** iJlt\r, Ul MfL f. hOO. 



Jatk iiL II (Jmi to Tiimtomii): W^ 

Vpuv •• /Ml Wrrr. 

i a f^ naniw, (J* Utfum in i4 ■«• 



Joh. UL 33 (ihi B«pt)it): (d a /,:«Mu Ml 
iimot,ntrc papnpd ad r^v /lafnpiar 

V, 3G : i TuivwF tif Till oltr tjll M* 
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The fixpivssions in the speech Isnt to llie Baptist arc [Wdiliarly 
tlwse of the apoatlo John ; tor instance, a^payiiu {to seat), iMftrvpia 
(latimony), the antithcais of dvcAhr and l* r^ y^ (^rom abovt and 
of tAe eajiA), the p!iraac Ix**" fw^f oibJwoc (/o have eUmal life); 
and the qaealion presents itnulf: la it more probiiblc ihat the 
tvangelist, an well aa Jenus, in who«c mouth thcdo exprussiona Arc 
BO often put, horrowcd Ihcm from the liaptist, or that lh« cvungelUt 
Jnit ihcm ([ will only at pix(K.-itt my) to the lattrar? This must be 
dvciiled by the fiiiit l!mt tim iiltMS, to which the Baptist here gives 
utterance, lii^ eiitirelj- within the duninin of Chrialianity, and belong 
spociidly to the OiirUtianity of the apostle John. Take for example 
that antithesis of "t*'" (from aicuc), and « Tjf j-gf (()/" M« eariii), 
the dfsigntition of Jesus as &>t^ev ipx6ftevfif (fie tAai camethfro*n 
above), as 3"* ddein-fiAf i- 5 0*&f (he whom ii'od had 6enti, who con- 
sequently r<i fi^futra tov ffeiTJ/ kaXn {itp.yiikeiA the woTtU of Oott), 
the relation of Jesus to Clod aa the vlhf («)«), whom u Traritp oyorrji 
(the Father loveth): — wlint can be clmracluriKlic of Chriftlianity, 
and of the AjMStle John's mode of presenting it, if these ideas arc 
not so? and could they belong to the Baptist? C'lirvitianiamut 
ante Christum/ And then, aa Olshaascn well olwerve-i,* in it 
conKutent for John, who, even on the fourth cvnngc!i!*t'» own show- 
ing, reinnineil scpamtc from Jeaus, to apcnk of the ble.'':«'dne.*ji of a 
believing union with him ? (v. 33 and 36.) 

'I']iu» mueh then la certain, and haa been acknowledged by tltc 
innjority of modem commcntatora : the words v. 31 — ^, cnoiiot 
iuive been s)iokcn by the Baptiat. Hence ihcolc^ans liave con- 
cluded, that the cvangcliat cannot have intended to ascribe tlieni to 
him, but from v. 31 speaks in hia own pcrson-t This sound;* 
plausible, if they can only point out any mark of division between 
the discourse of the Baptiat and the addenda of the cvangeliat. But 
none such is to be found. Il is true that the apcakcr trom v. 31. 
uses the third [icxaon, and not tho fiiat aa in v. 30., when rcfcrrlng 
to the Baptiat: but in the fomier juaasagc tho Baptist ia no longer 
alluded to directly and individually, but as one of a claaa, in whieh 
case he inu»t, ihou^rh himittUf (he K|ieak<-r, choose the third person. 
Thus there is no dcfinilivo boundary, ami the speech glides imper- 
ceptibly from tlioite ])iiN.7uigcs wliieli might have been uttei'cd by the 
Baptiiit, Into tlioite which are altogether incongnioua with his posi- 
tion; moreover from v. 30. Jesus is s|iokeii of in tlie present tcnso, 
as the evangelist might re|in-Hent the Baptist to s[)eak dunng the 
lifetime of Jeaus, but eould not in his own jteraon have written after 
the death of Jesus. In other passages, when prturnting his own r^ 

irlmnHttv ti( rt itofia ni> iimnjrrolii W«C (irf^, iW 5 lipfyi mv &tm /inn (a* oMk 
roi OfoBi 

Camp, alw Ibo wur<]* of llii: BiipCi>l v. !ll, wllh Juh. itl. G. IV f. vlil. 23j i. 3S mitli lUi. 
36; V. :!3 wiih ri. 27; t. .14 wilh xii, 49, CO i T. Sfi wilh t, S2, XT. x. US L K*ii. 3. 

* Bibl. Comm. 2, p. lOJI. 
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flwliein oonoenuDg Jesm, he usee thi! preterite.* Thus, granimati- 
caUyidie Bnptist 00atbll«B to epcik froni v. 31, and yet. iiUlori- 
eaUy, it is impossible that I» sliould liavc utlcicd the sctjitc) ; a con- 
tradiction not to be solved, if it be added that, dogniaiically, llie 
erangelist canaot tmve ascribed to the Baptist words wliich he nercr 
really pronoancetL Now if we do not cUoose to dcfv the elcar mks 
of gTHmmar, and the sure data of history, for the sake of tlie visioii- 
my dogma of inspiration, we shall rather conclude from the ^ven 

IitvniiKcs. with ihc autlior of the Probatrilia, that the evangelist folse- 
y nficribca the langu^^ in question to the Bapti.it, gmtting into his 
moalh a Christology of hia own, of which tlie latter could know 
nothing. This is no more than Lockef eonfefcscs, thougli not quile 
to frankly, when he »ayM lliAt tlifi reflections of the evangelist are 
here more tlian c<[Uitlly iiiisrd with llie diseoiine of tlic Uaptiat, in 
euch a way as lo be n^di!ttil1J^ui.^habIl^ In |M>iiit of fact, Iiowever, 
the rcDcctioiiti oi' iIk- cvungrli«t are caiiily to be reuogiiizcd ; but of 
the fimdamenUU iileaa of Uie llaptitt tlicre is no traee, unle-is they 
arc eoiurht for with a good will which amounts to prejudiue, and to 
which tnciefore we iiihIk: no pretension. If then wc have a proof 
in the passages juBt cunsidci-ed, lliat tlie fourth evangelist did not 
l>csitate to Iraid to the Baptist messianic and other ideas wtiich were 
never bis ; we may hence conclude retrospect! velv concerning lite 
masagcs on which wc fonucrly suspended our decision, that the 
idcua expressed in theni of a sufTcring and pre-existent Uessiah be- 
longed, not to tlic Baptist, Init lo llie evan^ist. 

Ill giving the above re[ily to our first question, we have, in 
Btrictness, ajiHwcreil (be remaining one; for if the Bagili^t had do 
such mesaiajiic ideaji,be could not refer liicin to tiie |>erm>n of JetuJk 
But to strengthen the evidence for tlie rcaull already uhtaincd, we will 
juake llie seootid question the object of a apoeud exaniiniitiofL Ac- 
cording to the fourth evangelist llic ItapltsI ascribed to Jesus aU the 
messianic aliributes above itii^cusfrctL If he did this no enlhusiii«li< 
Gftllj', publiely, and rrpcnltilly, as we read in John, lie could not 
have been exclude*! by Jt-j^iis t'roni tlic k'mgdmn of lioaveu (Mnll. 
xi. II.), nor have Ik^i piaoed bi;luw the least of its dlixens. I'W 
such a oonfoMion u* lliiit nf the llapti.Ht, when he calls Jesus tlic 
itifrovOeov, who was before him, — «uch refilled insight into the 
meamanic economy, as la shown by his designating Jesus 6 dfivb^ 
Toil Bmv, 6 aipuv tJp a^Mifiriav row noOftov, Peter himMll' lud not to 
produce, though Jesus not only receiver liim into the kingdom of 
heaven for his confession, MatL xvL 16., but consiiiutcs nim the 
rock on which that kingdom was to be founded. But wc have 
floinclliing yet more inconipreltensible. John, in the fourth Goapol, 
gives it M the object of liis baptism, Iva ijiumpiJt^ (Jesus as Ktos- 
siah) T$ 'Icpa^?. (i. ,11.), and acknowledges it to be Utr dinnc ordi- 
nance, thai by the aide of the iiicreasing Jeaos, he must decrease 

* & g. hem, *. 33. U i* will : r^i- fOfnpiai ofrvE cMrfc Tuqifiim, but lb Um I'ra- 
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(iii. 30.) ; ncvcrtliclcsa after .Icsaa had begun to Iiaplii!»< hy ihe iii- 
otrmnenlalityof hi»ili«ciplca,Jo!in continued to practise lii.f Iviptism 
(iii. ;i2.). Why bo, if lie knew the object of liia biiptitiin to Ix; ful- 
lilled by llio introiluclion of Jems, and if he directed Iiik follon-ers 
to him as tlic Messiah? (i. 36 f.),' Tlie conliiiiuince of his baptism 
would be to no purpose; for Luke'a Ruppooitioii, tlint John's bap- 
iLttn wan still of effect in those plaens wlii'iv Jchma liad not iippcareJ, 
he hitiiAidf overthrows bv the oDEtcrvation, t lint at Ica.>«I nt tlicpciiocl 
Irejitcd of in John iii. ^2 0*., .Jeaua und .luliii iiiintt lutvc boi-n bA|i- 
ti/.iiig lu-HT to cich other, since tlic diaciplM of John wen; JcaIous of 
the concour.-te to the baptism of Se/tas. Ihit the continusnt'c of 
Jolin's liu(iti«m appejiRt e.vcn to counteract hi« aim, if ihut aini were 
mcTuly to point out Je^a^ a» tho Mojisiah. He tUyrcby detained a 
circle of individuiiU on the holders of lh« Mei<o<iinh'B kin^iloin, and 
relardeii or hindcrd! thi^r going over to Ji^'^ns (and that through bia 
own fault, not tlwiri nlotic,t fir Iw nullilied hia verbal direction to 
Jcsuj by liix conlrnilietory example). Accordingly we lind iho party 
<^ John's disciples still oxiotin^ in the time of the Apostle rsol 
(Acts xviii. 24 f. xix I ff.) ; and, if the Sabicana arc to be credited 
concerning their own history, the seel remains to this day.f Cei^ 
tainly, presupposing the averretl contiction of the Baptist relative 
to Jeaus, it would seem most nntui^l for liim to Iiavc atlaclted liim- 
self to the latter; this, however, did not liappen, and hence we con- 
clude that ho cannot have had iliat conviction. S 

But chiefly the character and entire demeanour of the liapti*! 
render it impossible to bclicvo that he placed hiin.scif on that foot- 
ing with Jesus, described by the fourth evaiigelisl. How could the 
u.in of the wilderness, the stern ascetic, who fed on locusts and 
wild honey, and prescribed severe fa.fts to his disciples, the gloomy, 
Ihi-eateiiiiig prcsicher of re)tcntance, animated witfi the spirit of Eii- 
M— liow could ho foi'in a fj-iond.thip with Jesus, in every thing his 
opposite? He must assuredly, with Ins disciples, have stumbled at 
the liberal manners of Jesus, and have bix'ii hindered by them from 
teeo^niisin;; him as the Messiah. Notliiii" is more unbending than 
ascetic prejudice ; he who, like the Baptii;!, esteems it piety to fast 
and mortify the body, n-ill never assign a high griide in things di- 
VUic to him who disregards such asceticism. A mind with naiTow 
views can never comprehend one whose vision takes a wider range, al- 



* D* WttU. d« morM Cliriuli tnpinlorit. In *. Opu»c. tiMol. p. SI i litlilinli« n<v 
uaUk,f SDHt Wiiwr, UM. Kfolw^rirrtmrU |, 8. 0:)3. t NMinIpr, p. ^!^. ThiK nullior 
ailiilniili^lj'lllppiKmlHi llii II it an in(ll»U'>n uf ihc Itiiillst liavbig dlrrclsd hU illHipl«> <•> 
J«o« la AcU Zllil. £>, wliiTn a l3 >bIJ of A|nill»: UiiaOKis iu^iffiif nt icep) Toi Kvpitw, 
havrvfitvof rd ffatrttaim 'lwu>vui>- Fgr on tonipkrlng llie r«lki<rln£ cbaptrr. uc llnd (luit 
PmI bad to loiidi tlm diulpliu uf Juhfl, (hat by Un ifil(6iierot umourmd by llivlr inaiwr. 
ihnr we to amlrrstaEKl Jcvnii ; «bitii(«' it in i-Xttnr llut tlia Iliin^ vttite IjirU cipouaded 
Igf AfMtm, conM>l«l oiily in the mnaiiniF ilixltinii, puririiKl l.y Juliii iiilu an caijccuiioo 
of onii wha watt to eaiuc, bihI thai ths morr acciirnt* InitniFtinii which h> rrotivwl riuiii 
Ihf Chriitiaiii, Aijiiila snil rrin'illa. wsi Ihr doclhiie of lu fuMmijut lu ihn prTMin iif Ji-- 
M*. 1 tinmiiw. i'rnlirhrrt <l'r (irulivrVhun Kncydojivlln, U. A. Zablrr. | BnUchiiu- 
Ort, Pro1«k S. <C (. i coiiip, I.tlck-, S, I'Ji f.. iH W..llr, Clpiiic, a. •- 0, 



RELATIONS UHTWEEX J&V» AND JOHN TlIK IL^PTIST. 



231 



thoDgli tl>c tatter mxy know how lo do justice to its inferior ; licnce 
Jesus conlil vftluc aD<l sanction John in bin proper j>Iac«-T Lut the 
Baptist could never give the preccdenoe to Jesu», nsUo i* rcjiorted 
to nave done iu the fourth OospeL The ilccUiration of the lUpIirt 
(John ill. 3U.), tlwi he must decrease, Inil Jesus Hiiist iu<:re«w, is 
Cref|U<rnily praised as an examine of the nol>h»t arnl sutiliiiif.-it re- 
signation.* Tlie beauty of thU lepivsentation we grant ; hut not 
its tnilli. The inalance would W. s solitary one, if a man whose 
life had its intltience on tlie irorhlV history, had so readily yielded 
the ascendant, iu his onn tent, to one who <-Jime to ii'li{i->i- him six) 
render liini liupi-rliiiiMis. Such a :^lep in not W.i ditlimli iW individ- 
uals than for nalioiut, and tluit not from any vice, as egotism or 
amUtion, so tlial nii o-tocptioii might \k prc^iiinit'cl (thongli not with- 
out prejudice) in the case of a man like lh<; Bnplist ; il is a oonso- 
quenoe of that blamcjcss limitation which, Oii we Imw nlrvady un- 
marked, i« pro|K-T to a lotr i«>int of view in rehition lo a higher, 
and wliidi is all tltc more oh^in.itcly mtiintjiiniil if the intV'nor indi- 
vidual is, like John, of a coHr*o, ruggL'd iiiiliirc. Oii\y fn>i» ihe di- 
vine jivint of view, or from tluit of an hi;<tOTian, licnt on establwhiiig 
religious di>ctrii)e3t, conhl such things be K]X)ken, aiwl the lourtJi 
evangelist has in fiu:t ]tut into tlic mouth of the Ituptisl ttie very 
same lhou^hl;i coriM-rniiig tliu ndnlion between him and Je^U9, tliat 
tlie conipili-T of thtr 2nd l)uuk of Saunicl has cMinimuiiicalcd, as Iita 
own oli^rrviitioii, on (he corresponding relation bctwecu Saul ukI 
David-t C'>ui|>cleni judges hsii'c recently acknowledged tliat tliere 
exists a discTTpimcy lictwvpn llw Synoptical Gosiicls ami tl»e fourlli, 
the blame of which niu^l be imputed lo the Istler;! and this O])imon 
isconlirmcd ami strengthi'nc*! W the fact, that the fourth evangelist 
tntnsfonna tlicBspti:'! intontolally liifTeretit rlmnicler iWmi thai in 
which he apjicar* in Ihr Synoplicid GwdcI* and in Jowphus; out 
of a practical preacher he makes a speculative chri?tol<igi^t ; oul of 
a luuil and unbending, a yielding and eclf-reiiuneiating natun>- 

The style in which the socnej bctu'ceii John and Jesus (John i. 
29 ff. 35 ff.) arc tlepicleil, shows tlieni lo have originated parity in 
the free compositivn i.'f the imuginiiliiui, ]iarlly iu a roniodelling of 
the synopticjil narr.-ilive-t with a view to the glonlication of Josusl 
With n:'Siiect lo tlw f-inner: Ji-su-i is walking, y. 35, near to John; 
tti r. 2t) he is mid to coiiu' itini-lly to liim ; yet on neither occasion 
is llicro any account of an interview between llie two. Conld Jesus 
really have ax'oideil contact with lite Ilnpiisl, tluit tltcro niiglit be »o 
apprATanco of preennwrted action? Thin is l^ainjie's conjecture; 
but it is (lie profiuct of mudcTU reflections, foreign to tlie time and 
caicanutonccs of Jcjiis, Or shall we suppose that the narrator, 

* QRDiiig, L«lwi Jnu Toa X>nnl, S. ISt t. 

f 3 Sam iii. I. Jahn IU. 9X 

"r?" '{&'■ T7J 4«h(i» Ai of juwD-. 

tff«i-n ="5^ ""*T ^^' V * '*«"«***«■ 

1 Sdiulil die Uhn rnn Abradowhl, S. I IS. WtiKr BaUvwrttrtuifc t, 9. M. 
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whctiier fortuilously or purpoiiely, oiuittctl known dctaibt t But 
the TOceliiigs of Jesus and John ma.-tt Itavc fumialicd Iiim wilh pe- 
culiorljr inlcrcating matter, so lli.tt, a.* Lacke allows," hia silence is 
coigniaticaL From our point of view tlic enigma b solvod. The 
Baptist haid, in tlic cvangelisl'i* uha, pointed to Jcjus as tlic Mes- 
Biao. This, understood as a vtAiblc pointing, required tliat Jesna 
Bliould paw hy or sp^raach John ; Iwncc this feature was inserted 
in lUc narrative; but ihe {v^rttculars of an actual meeting being nn- 
neceasary, were, though very awkwaidlj>'. omitted. The incident 
of Bone disciples attacliiiig tlicnisolves to Jesiis in consrajuenoe of 
tliO Baptist's direction, seeing to be a (r<x version of the scmiii^ of 
two disciples by John fi-oni bi.t jirison. Thus, as in llatthew xL 
2, and Luke vii. IS, John dm^Kitciici two disciples to Jesua with 
tlie dubitativc question, "Art thou Ae that shouUl coHtef so in 
the fourth Gospel he likewise xends two diiKipIes to Je^us. but witli 
the positive assertion tluit he (Jesus) is the jM.nb of G'id, i^vb^ 
Qtov; as Jesus in the fi>niit!r ensc gives to tlie disciples, after tlie 
ddivery of their message, the direction: "Go and tell Jolin tka 
tAin{/» ye have seen and heard," & siS^rt koX ^KoCflure : so in the 
latter, he gives to the inquiry coiiceniing hU abtjde, the answer: 
conie and »ite, tpX'oOe koI Merf. But wliile in the Kvnoptical go)i> 
pds the two divciples rvtum to John, in the fuurlli, liiey jienn&neiitly 
Kitach themselves to Jesus. 

From the foregoing considcrutioiis, it is inconeeivnI>lc thnt John 
should ever tiavc held und pronounced Je^us to l»c tlic Messiali: but 
it is easy to show how a belief that lie did so might obtain, without 
historical foumlittion. According to Acts xix. 4, the H[M)stle Paul 
declares what w^ms *uflieiently guarnntewl by hisitory, that John 
baptized fir T&f ffixofievut', and tliis coming Kles^inh, adds I'aul, to 
whom John pointed was Jesus {rovrivrtv eif Xfitarbv Itjot^v). Tliis 
was an interpretation of the Baptist's words by the ist-uc; for Jcsits 
had approved himself lo a great number of his co temporaries, as th« 
llcssiah announced by John. Thci'c was but a step to the notion 
that the Ba]tlist lumself iiad, under the f-pj;u^Kri'uf. understood the 
individual Jesus, — had himself the ravrKariy, «. r. A. in his mind; 
a view which, however un historical, would be inviting to the caurly 
Chri.ttiun.'t, iu iirojiortion lo their wish to Kuslain the dignity of Jo- 
Kus by ilie authority of tlie Baptist, then vety inllueutial in the 
Jewish world-t There was yet anollier reason, galiiered from the 

■ CoRiniFDUi, S. 380. f The pona^ sliOTe quoted fram tlw Acta iiivva u* iilii» 
Hms sipliniilioD, nhy lli« tburlh fV«ni;i-tl>I of all oihen thoulil b« »ticilBiu Id plan lb* 
lUpIIit In ■ more TaTounLIc rclallon to Jciut, ihan lililary allowi ui to conteint Aocord- 
iaK lo r. I K then ncr* pvnon* in Eplictua wlia kiKir oiity ot Jolm't tiaptlnn, mA wtn 
lb*nfi>n nbaptimd b^ ths spuxili. I'lul iu llu? nmnc uf Jiuun. Kuh in old timlliloii r«> 
pnMnI* the fuurlli (caii[i<^] to Imw l^i'n wTtlli'ii in Kpri4-MJA (Ir^m^un tfdV' hvr- Ui- 1-^. If 
we loTpt llijv. (mid il U n^rtAinly cornvl in Bmi^init a (irvrlt ItM^liL.v fur llie compo*^ 
tlon of ItiU GoBprl.) aiul pnMuppiwi-. in m-cimUnni vrlrli Ihr intiiiiatiiiii in ibf ActA, that 
F|iNfMii nu the KiC of » miiotirt of Ihn Bnpliii'i rotlnirrrt. all nf •rh'iin I'aul oiiulil lonlly 
bAVB eanvBtVidi Uir tniltavour to lircin thpm ovor lo Ji-jud woulit ttxidain tlir rrrninrkalilc 
UtTU laiil Ly ilie fnurth evangcliii on the pafirtipia 'luayvoii. Slufr hni rtry jivlicius'ly 
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(Md Testament, Tlic ancvstor of ilw Mcasiali, David, had likewUe 
in tbc old ilclwrcw legend a kind of forerunner in tlie penoii of Sa- 
maei, wbo by order from Jchoidi anointed him to be king over 
Israel (1 Kam. xvi.), and aAcm-nrds tulood in the reJation ofa witness 
to his cUinu. If then it bcliot-ed the Ule.t.itiih to Iiave a fbreninner, 
who, be«ideB, waa more closely clianu-teriw^d in ih* jJropliecy of 
Mnlflchi as n second Kli«s> an«i if, hialorirally, Je.->U9 wa» i^nNrraiiHl 
by John, whoiw: Wplism as n cuiisecralion correH|)onded to an anoint- 
ing; tlic ideji was not remote of conf'orniintf tlie relation betwovn 
John and Jesux to that bctn-ecn Snniuel and David. 

Wc might liiivc decided with tolerable certainty which of the 
two inconiiiniibie statements conwniing the relation beiwwii the 
Baptist and Jesus is lo he renonncwl a.t iinhiKloriral, by the univer- 
sal canon of inlerpwlalion, tliat whert-, in narralivc.t having a ten- 
dency to aggtantiiw: n jjcrsoii or a fnct, (a tendency which tlrc Gospels 
evince at every step.) two contradictory ntnteinents are found, that 
which best corrcsjionds to tins uini i* the Inut luvloricfil; because 
if. in n«coidancc with it, the original fact Itiul been so daKxling, it 
is inconcinvablc that the other le-t^ brilliant representation should 
afterwants arise; as here, if Jolni so rnr\y arknowU'dg^;rl Jesus, it ia 
inexplicable how a story couM be fabriwiletl, which re|^K>rl8 him to 
have been in doubt on the same suhje^^t at a virry lute period. VVe 
have, howcvei', by a scparntc cxiiini tuition of the narrative in the 
fourth gospel, ascertauied that it is seJf-contrAilietoTy and eonlains 
its own solution: hence our rc^t, found indcpenikntly of the above 
canon, serves for its eonlinnation. 

Meanwhile lliat result is only the negative, that all which tiim.t 
npon the early acknowledgment of Jesus by John has no claim to 
be received ns historical; of the positive wc know nothing, uiile-ia 
the message oat of prison may be rcsarded as a cine to the trutli, 
and wo most tlicteforc subject this side of the matter to a flepamte 
examination. We will not extend our arguments against the prob- 
ability of an esirly and decided conviction on the part of the Bautisl, 
to a mcro conjecture awakened in him at a later period that Jeaus 
was the Messiah ; and therefore wc leave nneontcstod the proper con- 
tents of the narrative. But as regards the form, it ia not to be ooi>- 
ceived ivitboul difficulty. That tlic Baptist in prif-on, iv -nj 6t<^i*t. 
njpiV. should have information of the proceedings of Jeixun; lliat Ik 
shouldfromtliat locality send his disciples to Jesus land that these, as 
we arc led to infer, should brin^ him an answer in hia imprisonment. 

Acconling to Josephus,* Ilerod imprisoned John from fiw of 
disturbances; allowing this to bo merely a joint caujM with tluit given 
by t)i« evangelist, it is yet ditScidt lo believe that lo a man, one 
motive of whoae imprisonmetit was to seclude him fix-m his follow- 
ers, hia disciples should hav« retained free nccesa; although we caniKit 

rainarkal aiiil iliKnuxl ih!*, abtr irm Zwnk dtr BranircliMtai Gnckkbts und dar Bfvb 
JdhannU 3. 5 ft 34 C Cotnpuc Hug. Elnbltung in 4u S. 1'. & tVO ftte Auir. 
• Aatiff aviii. r. Z. 
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proTC it Ki impossibility that drciiTn.4liinc«a nu^t &vour llic iulini»- 
sion of ccrtuin individufila. Now tluit the ni«9sagR was xi-til fi-nm 

firisonwclciirnli'oinMaltiiitwalDiiP; LukeMTSnolIiingof il.uItiiongU 
le tells of Ibc mcBsagc. We. niiglit lipnce, wttli Sclilwpnuaciicr,* 
consider Lnke'a acoQiit the true one, and the iJfOjJurTjpJw of Maltiivw 
an unliistorica) adJitton. Hut llint ciitio Iiaa hiiiiwlf very coiivinc* 
in^Iy sliown, from the teilinu.'t amiililicationis jinrtly liotraviiig vvm 
misutuiGTStnmlinf;. which the narrative of [-nice oonriiiim {vii. 20, 21, 
29, 80), that Slallhew eives the iiiciih'iit in ilM uri^imi, Lnki- in a 
revised foTTD.t It would inileoJ be lingular if Mattbi^w bad snpplind 
the AajfiUT^i^ when it van origiimlly wanting; it :.l f»T more nutund 
(o snppofte that Luke, who in llie v,-hol(! pstrngraph apjicars m u ro> 
viaer, expunged llie originnl nionlion of the pn^n. 

In jwdf^ng of LnkeV inofive.* for Jio doing, wo nro hid to notice 
the diflen-nee in the dalwigivi-n by ihi^ evang«".liwt!t for tht; iniprisoQ- 
nicnt of Joiin. Maltlii^w, with whom Mark agrcTK, piaco^ it iMjlbre 
the ]>uhlic np{K-Jirait<.'(! of Jt-:tu.'< in CiKHIce: for he givr-s it a» the mo* 
live for the reium of J('»iis into that [irovince (Halt. iv. 12; Hark 
L 14.), l-nkc iixKigns no precise date to the arrest of the BaplUt 
(iii. 1!) f.), yet it is to IxJ infcrrwi fi-om hia silence about Ihc prixon, 
in connexion with the fending of the two disci|ik-3, tbttt he rrgardeil 
it OS a Liter occarrenee; but Jolm expressly says, that after liic first 
imwovcr attended by Jesua in liia public chnractcr, JoAn wu not 
jfclciist into prison iya, 24.), If it Ijcflskcd, who is right? »■« answer 
that there is something on the fncc of the account of the firet cvaii- 
gdisti which has inclined many commentators to renounce it in E»- 
VOtir of the two hist. That .le^us, on the report of John's impH** 
onmcnt in (Jalilcc by llcrod Anti]Mifl, should have rtitumc<i into the 
dominions of that prince for the sake of safety, is, as Sclmcckcnliur* 
gcr well nmtntains,} higlily improbable, since there, of all place*, h« 
vm tlio least hccutc from a similar fate. Itut even if it be held 
impossible to dissociate the avrxCuujen- (he withdrew) from the con- 
nate i<Ie« of itf.ekine itecurity, we inny still ask wlicther, disreganl- 
ing llie mistake in tno motive, the fai:t itself may not be maintained. 
Matthew and Mark wmneet witii this journey into GiiUlce after 
John's imiirisonnient, the connnenccinent of the public ministry of 
Jesus; ana that tliis wiw eoiwciufiil on the removal of the Baptist, 
I am (juitc inclined to iHdie^'C. For It U in ilaclf the most natural 
that the exit of the Haptisl should incite .leans to cairy on inhi»slead 
Uio prcacliing of furavoiicrt tD-ytue y&p tj (iaaii^ia tuv ovptu'uf ; and 
the canon cited aliorc is cnliicly in favour of Matthew. For if it be 
asked which tiction best acconU with the aggrandizing spirit of the 
Cbriatinn legend, — that of Jolm's removal ocfore the appearance of 
Je.*u!i, or that of their having long Uboui-od in conjunction? — the 
•itiiwer must be, the latter. If he to whom the hero of a narrative 
is superior dLiapj>ears from liic scene before the entrance of tlic hitter, 
the crowning opportunity for ihc hero to demonstrate bia ascendancy 
• U«l>« den LakM, S. 109. f iltliL p. ICNJ, J Ucber dm Lin{<ruiig u. ». w. S. 79. 
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M tost — tl»c full splondoor of Ihc riunc aun can only be »[i(n«ciati.-<l, 
when the waning moon is wen above nic horUon, growing paler nnil 
jMilcr in tlic pn^scDcc of titc grralcr luminary. Such is Uie case in 
the Gospels of Luk« ami John, whil<r 3Ia(tlicw and Mark rest salis- 
ficl witu tin; Ivss cffrclivc representation. Hence, ait th*' least cnl- 
ctilatcd to magnify Jesus, the account of Ma((l>cw has llw atlvanlagv 
in bislorical prolHtbilily, 

Thus at the lime nbcn the two diactjJes mnitt have 1xH>n sent 
to Jesus, the Baptist was abyjady iniprisnned, and vie liarc remArked 
aboi-e, tliat be could Itardly, so Mtii:iicil, Irarixniit and rncrive nie». 
eages. But |>opular legend niiglit U- pii>niptcd to tabrteatc sueli a 
uir^agc that the BaplUl might not dc|i;ir1 without at least nn incipi- 
ent rcc<ognition of Jesus aii tlie Mejt^iiah ; no tlmt neither the one nor 
tbc otlter of llio two incoiuputiblo »taicitwn(a is to be regarded as 
ListoricaL 

i. 47. OllMON OF TIIK EVANGKLlSTil A!(D JOSIX 00!(Ci:itXIN-|l THE 
BAFIIST. Wmi 1118 OWN jriHJMKXT US HtU)«Kl.l' — KKSLI.T OF 
THE IStJlIUV ISIO TUE KEUVTIIIXSIIll* BOWKKS TUKftE TWO 

mviviuvMA. 

The Kvangf.lifEt.t apjJy toJoIm, a.t the prepttrcrof tlic Mcsfinb'a 
kingdom, scvcml jui.^soges of the Ohl 'IV.*iainoiit. 

The abode of iltc preacher of n>]>cnt:uiec- in the wilih-meiMi, bis 
actirity in preparing the way for the .Mt--.i!tiiiii, neccwiirily recalled 
the passage of Isaiiui (xL 3 tf. LXS.): 1*ww) poCiyrtK iv ip^- froi- 
fidaare r^v hSbv Kvptv, k. r. X. This passage, which in its original 
connection rtdated not to ihe Mcssiali and his foreinnncr. but lo 
Jehorali, for whom a »vay na« to be prepared tlirough the wildcr- 
ncM tonurd Judca. Iliat he might return with his people troni e.xilc, 
is quoted by the lir^l three evangeliMid lui a prophecy lulfillod by the 
appearance of the Baptiitt (Matt. iii. '^ ; Mark i. S ; Luke iii. 4 fi*.). 
Tliia might be tliouglit a Inter and Chrittlian application, but there 
is nothing to controvert the staiemctit of tiie fourth evangelist, that 
the Baptist Iind hinntelf chiu-acterixed hia destination by thoi>c propli- 
ctic wor<)«. 

As the synoptical gospels liave unanimously borrowed tliis pas> 
gage from (he Bupllnt himself, so Mark has borrowed the application 
of anotlier prophetic pasttagc to tlie BaptLit from .Icjiaa. Jcstia Iiad 
rumI (ilalt. xi. 10. Luke vii. 27.): ovrof ydp 'art rrrpl av ytirfiamf 
Uov dnoaitJO.u -rbv dyytJuiv umi irpb rTpaOuTtov ow ^ taTaaKtx^ou riyv 
W6i* ffoo lii-fiooOiv oov Thie ia he of wAom it w trritUH, JicAoU, 
I send mjf xiuatenger before tft*f face, to prepare tJiy \ta>j Itforc 
tJue; and >lark, in the introduction lo his Uo^pcl, applies these 
words of Malacbi (iiu 1.), togetlier with the above pasisagc from 
Isaiah, without distinguitihing llw-ir r^-s|i«;tive soorceo, lo the fore- 
runner, John. The text is a mm^iunic oiw; Jehovah, however, does 
not therein Sficnk of sending a niCBseiigcr beforw the Mes.tiah, but 
bcfoc^ lumacit'; and it is on^ in the Now Testament ritalions in all 
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tlicfie instances that tbe second pcrtion (aov) is fnibatituted for tlie 

Anoilicr nolalile passage of ilie same prophet (iii. 23, LXX.iT.4.: 
Kol liol (jwaToorrAw i'lilv 'il^av Tin-OraHlTrjv.rrplviliStJv rijviipifMV 
Ki'piov, K.r.k: Jiehold, I xeill send you I'Mjak the Thhbite bo- 
yore (he cotrting of the day of the J^nl, itc.) sugceslcd to the 
evongolisls (IiQ a»9iniiIalioD of Joliii the Uaptiat (o I'^ias. Tliat 
Jolm, labotiring for (lui rcfoimaiion of llio people, iti llie (Spirit and 
power of KliiLt, fliOulJ prepare tJie wav for tlie Divine viiiUalioti in 
(In; litiJM of tite Mcosiali, waa. accoraiiig lo Luke L 17, predicted 
Ix-foiT- his birllu In John i. 21, whoii liic emiiiiiarieii of lli<! Sati- 
hcUrim sutk, "Art thou EliaaY'' the UapliAt d<»i1iii«» llilii digiiity: 
BC'cording lo the. u.iual explanation, tie only extended his dental ro 
tlic ntdc [Kipiilar notion, that ho wafi the ancient Soer cor|>oreully 
ri'^iiNcilated, whereait he would tiave adiiiitlod iho view of liie Sy- 
iiopficiil Gospels, tliat he had the itpirit <if Klitut. N^verlheleftfi, it 
appears improbable tliat if the fonrlh e^iui^rlist had lierii fiiniilinr 
with the idea of the Baptist as a second Elias, lie would have put 
iiito his mouth to direct a negative. 

Thi« scene, pc«nliftr lo the fiiurlhGosiK'I, in which John rejects 
the title of Eiins, witli sevei'jd olhi-rs, deiiiunds a yet closer cxaminn- 
tion, and must be c«ni[i;iitil with n narmlivc in Luke (iii, 15.), to 
which it lias a striking slniilanly. In Luke, the crowd assembled 
round tlic Baptist begin to ihitik : !« not Mm lAc CAristf /ifi^ore 
ai/Th^ dtf b Xpttrrif i m John the deputies of tlie Snuhedrim* ask 
lum, WAo art thuuT oi rtf el; which wc infer from the Baptist's 
uisncT to mean: "Art thou, •* is believed, the Me88iahT'*t Ac- 
cording to Luke, the Bii]>tist answers, / indeed baj?iue you with 
water,' l/ui oiw- mighlkr than I wmetk, the latchct of tc/iote afioea 
lam not itorthy to u/Uoouc AcconUng to Jotm lie gives a similar 
reply: / baptise with icater; itit f/ierc standelh one among you 
whom ye know not; lie it w v/io coming aft^r ww w preferred 
before me, whose shoes' 8 lutchet I am not worthy to vnlode/ the 
latter evangelist adding his peculiar proposilions concerning the pre- 
exi.ileiice of Jesus, and defeniiig to another oct^asion (v. 3vt.) liie 
mention of the Mettsiali'a sjMi-ilunl baptitiin, whieli Luke gives in 
immediate connexion with the above paitKige. In Luke, und slill 
more decidedly in John, tliis whole scene is introduced with a d^ 
eigii to establish tlie Slcssiahship of Jesus, by iihowing lliat tlic 
Baptist had n-nonneed that dignity, and atliibnlud it to one who 
sliould come afier him. If at the foundation of two niirrative^ to 
itimihir, there ean scarcely be more than one fiict,^ tlic ([ucslion is, 
whidi gived that fact the ino^il failiifnlly ? In Lukc'« account there 
is no intrinsic improbability; on the contrary it is easy to imof^ne 
that the jicople, congregatud round the man who amioiinccd the Mc»- 
eiah's kingdom, and bnplixed with a view to it, should, in monieiila 

* Tho eiprufloii ol 'loviaioi l> tliui Inierpntnl hy iliv mnrt loimvil cncrtliti, 
Ceinp. I-auluK, Lutfcr, TUuluck In lac t LUtke^ Conmcnur, & 3-JT. ; l.dck*, 8. 399. 
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oT ciitliiidiasni, believe him to b« the Memufa. But that tho San- 
hedrim ."liould send from Jerusalem to John on ll>u bnnks of the 
Jordan, for iht; .sake of oiiklng him whether he were the Messiah, 
teemx lo-sa natuniL Their object rould only ^>c what, on a later oc- 
casion, it wa.i wiih r»pect to JeitiLi, (Matt. xxL 23 &'.), namely, to 
dtallcngft tlic auliioHty of John (o baptize, as appears from v. 25. 
Moreover, from the hostile poailion which John iind taken towards 
the sects of the i*liari»eetf and Sadducccs (>Iatt. iii. 7.), (o whom 
tlic incmbcni of tlte Soidimlriin belonged, they most have prcjudxred 
that he was not the Jlu^siah, nor a prophet, and consequently, tnat 
lie had no right (o nndertake a iid^riaita. Bat in that case, tbcy 
oouUt not iio«ibIy have eo pot their questions a* they are rcportod 
to have done in the fourth Gospel In tlie passage from Matthew 
above cited, they ask Jesus, quite consistently with their impre.<j>toii 
that he hud no prophetic authonty: i» ^"'if Ooval^ raura ttomIc; Bif 
wAat fitifhoril'j <lot«t thou l/ie«e l/iin^af but In John, they qin.-slion 
the Bnptist preciw'ly as if Ihcy prcsuppo^ed him to be the Mir«aiah, 
and when he, a{ipan?ntly to their consternation, lias <h:iiicd liiis, 
ihcy tender iiim successivrly ihc dignities of Rlias, and of another 
pTopIictic foreninner, as if ihey earnestly wished him to accept one 
of tbcM titles. Scardiing opponents will not tlius thnnt the h^- 
est honours on tlic man to whom they arc inimicid ; — this is tlie 
Tcprcsentalioii of a nnmilor who wislics (o exhibit the moileaty of 
tho man, and his sulionlinntion to Jesus, by his rejection of those 
brilliant titk's. To enable him to reject them, llicy must have been 
offered ; but tins could in reality only be done by wcU-wishcrs, as 
in Luke, where the conjecture that the Baptist was the Messiah is 
attribated to the people. 

Why (hen did not tlic fourth evangelist attribute those questions 
iikewise to the people, from whom, with a slight alteration, they 
would liaic seemed quite natural ? Jesus, when addressiitg the un- 
believing Jews in Jerus.'Uenri, John v. 33., appeals to their message 
to the mptisi, and to the faithful Icsliraony then given by the Ut- 
ter. Had John given his deehiration eonceming his relation to 
Jesus befora the common peopVo merely, sueh an appeal would have 
been imposmble; for if Je.iua were to refer his enemies lo tl»c tes- 
timony of John, that testimony must have been deliverEN] before his 
enemies ; if the assertions of the lta)>list were to ha^e any dipio 
matic value, they must have resulted from the official inquiry of a 
magisterial dejmtalion. Such a remodelling of tlie facts aj^icars to 
have been aided, by tikc al>ovc-incnlioned narmlivc from lite synop- 
tical traditions, wherein the high priests and scribes ask Jesus, by 
what authority he does such things {as the casting out of the buyers 
and sellers). Here also Jesus refers to John, asking for their ojnn ion 
as to the autliorily of his baptism, only, it is tme, with the nega- 
tive view of teprcMins their further inquiries (Matt, xxi. 23. S. 
paiall.); but how easily might this refercnec be mndc to take au 
affinnativc sense, and instead of the argument, "If ye know not 



90 TIIE tlPE OP Jmcs. 

wliat powers wptg ciitnistcd to John, ye need not know wlicnco 
mine are giveu," — (lie followiiij; lie »Hli.ititutitfI : "Since yc know 
what Jolin hs8 iledareJ <fliiceriiiiig nie, ye iinml aUo know wbat 
[xiwcr awl <li<;iiily belong to tiio;'" urlirr>-u|>r<ii wlmt vme originally 
a i{ue.4tioii nddrea,^ to Je^UK, tnuisfornK^tl ilnclf into a message to 
the Daptisl.' 

The jntlgmcnl of J«mus on the cIinractCT of Jolin 'i» delivered on 
two ORcasions in the Synoptical Gospels ; firet, after tlic dcpnrtUTC 
of John's miuRciigpRii (Matt. xt. 7 ff.); secondly, after tlic appeamncc 
of Klias at llie Iranstigarvillon (Mutt. xvii. 12 ff.), in reply to the 
rpic^liun of a disciple. In ifie fourth Ciwjx-l, alter an ainieiil to the 
liaptist'.-f Iivlimony, Jesus pronounces iin culogium on him in the 
presence of the Jews (v. 35.), after rcl'erring. as above remarked, to 
tlwir sriidine to John. In tliis pnssMge lie calls the Baptist a ham- 
ing and a sfiining light, in whose beams the fickle people were for 
ft season willing to rejoiee. In one ayitoiitical passage, he declares 
John to 1)0 tlic pi-oinise<l Klias ; in the other, there are three points 
to be ili<;tingtii»h*.'(L First, with respect to the eharacler and agency 
of John, — llio severity and firmness of his mind, ni)d the pi-c-emi- 
ncncc whicli as the niesaianic foremnner, who with forcible hand 
Ind opened the kingdom of heaven, he maintained oven over the 
piwhets, are extolled (v. 7 — 14.): secondly, in relation to Jasas 
ami the citizens of ihc kiiujdom of heaven, the Baptist, though ex- 
alted abo«; all the members of the Old Testament economy, is de- 
clared to be in (lie roar of every one on whom, through Jesus, the 
new light had arisen (v. 1 1.). We see how Jesus understood tliis 
from wliat tbllows (v, 18.), wiieri we compare it with Matt. ix. 16 f. 
In the former jMssaj^ Jesus de.scribes Jolin as p')~e iaflfwv frifrs 
ffii'Wi'. neit/ier eutinij nor tirinkinij; and in the laltcr it is this very 
asceticism whteii i.-t wtd to Hki-n )iiin to the Ifiarim^ and da«o(f iro- 
Xatoi^, tlic oUt ffarmciitg and olii botlUa, with h liii^li the new, intro- 
duced by JcMus will not agree. What e.be llion could it be, in 
whicli the IJaptist was bcueath the cliildrcn of the kiugdom of Jo- 
stis, but (in connexion with his non-rtwognition or only qualilied 
acknowledgment of Jesus as Messiah,) the npirit of extcnial obacrv- 
ance, which still clung to fasting and similar work.*, and his gloomy 
nscetieism 7 And, in tmth, fieixlom from tlu-.-w is the teat of tran- 
sition from a religion of bondage, to one of liboJ-ty and apiritiiality.t 
Thirdly, with ic^pccl to the relation in which lliu agcjicy of John 
and Jesus stood to their colcmporarics, the- same inaptitude lo re- 
ceive the ministrations of both is complained of v. IIJ ff., alihough in 
T. 12 it ia observed, tliat llie violent seal of some iitaarai luul, under 



* Whpliirr the •liaioKui! In^lmnt Jiibii anil bin complaining ditTipU-* (Jobn ill. H 
ff.J bt llkcwiw a innuiiuuilDu of dit <vtraB|iDDilins tatmi. Malt ii- 11 f., »» Bmlii'liarl- 
»a Mvkii to iliow, niuit fiinitin uimrlain. Troliali. p. (lit (T 

t Thai Jm», u hum; Mypote, muXKOi ■ low rank In llw Ba|>(lu, Iwosiiv Ub- UUm 
tboughl i-f iuiroductiig ibn new otilcr of liilnxi I.? extvrnjJ *iuttini-, b nol lo ht ilvtM-IwI 
in till GmiiiJ*, 
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ihv giiiiiaiioe of John, v-rcvtcd for tlieiii on cnlmnce into the king- 
dom of ifio Me^siiih.* 

In conclusion, we inwjit tiike a rcvievf of tlii; (HU'ps hy whidi tra- 
dition Um gTiidiiiilly nnnex«il itsdf to the fimjiiu bislorical (rails of 
the relation twlwcen John «»<] Jonix. Tluis much iw«tns lo be his- 
toncal: tliiit JcHas, ntlractctl liy the. fame of (he Bnpti^, pat him- 
self under tl)c tuition of that prciiclu-r, nnd that having; remained 
Mnie lime nniong his follovrer», and been initiuted into his ideas of 
the apjiixMching mcseianic kingdom, he, after the impriaonnicnt of 
John, earned on, under eerUi in nioditi en lions, the same work, never 
ceasing, even when liD had far surpassed his prcilcccaaor, to render 
liini due bomasQ. 

'I'he lirst audition to ibis in tbc Chriatlnn Ic^nd, wa^ tliat John 
had taken apjiroving notice of Jcstia. Uutiiig hid public niinuitiy, 
it vfnn known that he had only indelinilcly i%lerr»l to one coming 
after Iiitn; but it belioved him, at leant in a conjectural way, to point 
out Jesus perAonally, a^i that euocesaor. To ibis it wa» llwught be 
nitgiit have been moved by the fame of tJic work^ of Jesuit, which, 
lond as it wa-t, might even penctrnto the walla of his prison. Then 
waa fonned Matthew's naixalivc of the message from prison; the 
tir:it modcat attempt to make the Bapiiat a wilncM for Josua, and 
lK:n<^c clotlted in an interrogation, because a categorical teisiimony 
was too unpreecdeulcd. 

But tfai« hite and qualified lexliinony was not citougb. It was 
a Ulc one, for prior to it there was ttie baptism whicli Je«us rccciv- 
e«l from Jolin, and by which he, in a certain degree, plaeed hini«clf 
in Kuliord illation lo tlie Itapli^tt ; lienco (hu*C twcin-s in Luke, by 
whieli the Hn}iii«l wa« phtc<^.even before bis birth in a subservient 
relation to Jrxus. 

Not only was it a late testimony, which that message contained ; 
it was but half a one: for the ctucslion implied uncertainty, and 6 
ipXMUV^C conveyed indi.-cision. Hence in the fourth Gospel there 
iano longer a <]Uestion about ihc Meseinh^hip of Jtvtus, but the most 
Mlenin ns^cvernlions on that head, and we have tlie most pointed 
declaraiiona of tbc ctcmid, divine nature of Jcdus, and his diaractcr 
as llw suflering McssialL 

In a narrative aiming at unity, as tlocjf the fborth Gospel, these 
very [rainled declarations could not stand by tlic side of the dubi- 
ons mcssiigtr. which is tlH'refore oidy found in this Gospel under a 
totally reoi^nizcd form. Neither does this nicssago accord with 
that which in (he Rj-noptical gospels is made to occur at ibo baptidin 
of Jcsoa, and even earlier in his intcreouTBc with John ; but llie lirsl 
three evangcliala, in tlieir loose compoaitlona, admitted, along with 
the mon recent form of the tiadilion, the IcM complete one, because 
tbcy attached le^ imj>ortance to tbc tjucdiion of John, tluui to the 
cooMijiKiit diitcourse of Jesus. 
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5. 48. Tiie BXECvno:< op joiin tue nArnsr. 

We Uen take umier our examination, by wfty of appeiidix, all 
lliat Iia.1 Ix^n IranHinirteil to ua coticcniing tlie Ira}^i; niA of lh« 
R»pli»t. Acconliug to th« iinanitnoiu tcittiniociy of llie iiynoplical 
cvongeMiifd and Jo.sepliufl.* lu> wait exccutcil, after a ]irolracted iiit* 
prinonnient, hy order of Ilcrod AnllpiiA, folraivli of <<nlili-c: ami in 
the New T&tlaiiient acvoimiji lie is itaid to Iiave been bclicaded. 
(Malt. xiv. 3 ff. ; Mark vi. 17 IT. ; Luke ix. 9.) 

But Joncpliii.i and tin- ovangdJala are at variance ai* to the cause 
of hilt imprisonnii'til and f.vcoutiun. According to the latter, the 
ocnniire which John liiid pro uirni need i)n the nmrriagt* of lIi;rod vritli 
hi;it (Uull*) bruth<^r'i<t nifo, waA the eniML' of his iin))ri:!unn)p.nt, ami 
tlw rev«ngi;fiil cunning of Hcrodias, at ii court fi^wtlvnl, of hi.t death: 
JowpIiQS giv<!» tliH ii-ar of distnrlinnce^ whii')i was awiiktint»l in 
Herod \>y the forniidnblc train of tlie Biiptisl*^ fi>llo^^TrM, ns the cause 
■t Ofioc of the imprisonment and tlie exceuliou.t If thctte two ac- 
imintx be coni<i<lcred tit, dintinc;! and irreconcili:iibIci it niny be doubt- 
ed which of tlic two (Kwcrvvs the preference. It U not here U iD 
the ease of Herod Agiippa's (Uvith. Ada xiL 23., viji,, that the New 
Testament narrntivc, by intcnnixine; a Biipemnlurul cntisc where J<h 
scphus has only n natuml one, enuliles ua to urcjudgc it na uidti»- 
lorical ; on tlic contrary, wc mi"ht here gix^c tlic jjahn to the evan- 
gelical narrative, for the pnrticuUnty of it» delaile. But on the other 
hand, it must be coDsidered that that very particularity, and espec- 
ially the conversion of a political into a personal motive, corresjionds 
fully to the development of the legendary spirit among the people, 
whose imagination is more at home in domestic than in politkol 
circles. S Meanwhile it is quite possible to reconcile the two tuura- 
tives. This has been attempted li)- conjecturing, that the fear of in- 
surrection was the pro|)Cr cabinet motive for the iiuprisonment of the 
Baptist, wliilc the in-evcrcnt censure passed on the ruler was ihiTiBt 
forward as the oalciisible motive. {| But I greatly doubt whether 
Herod would de^ii^nedly exjiose the scandaloun point touclicd on by 
John; it ir more likely, if a distinction ia to be here math; between 
a private and oatenftible cau.ie, that the cciimuix! of the marriage was 
itie secret rca.Hon, and the fear of inauiwction tH.-i.-idniiiialcd as an 
excuse for cxtreutc aeverity.f Such a diittinclion, however, is not 
needed; for Autipa.4 might well tVar, that John, by iii.t atrong ceii- 
Kore of the marriage and the whole countc of the tvtrarch'« life, might 
Rtir up the people into relwllion against him. 

But there in a diversity even bclwocn the evoitgciical narratives 
tliemselvcs, not only in this, that Mark gives the scene at the feast 

* ADltq. win. T. 3. f Tlill rurniei huilmndur llccoiliu l> nnlnnl by (he cvan^'UoI* 
Pliillp, l>j Jax'pliua, lIuiKl, lilt wii> tlir •un ot Iliu liigli priul'i ilnu^liler, Marlimnr, intl 
livDil 9* ■ priT«I« prrM>n, V. Anli<t. xv. ix. 3i xy'tu. v, t, 4. U- j, i. xii^ ^^ XKX 7. 
t Aniiq. XTiii. v. 4. { Hue, t^^iiii Jem. S. I^S. \\ Krilurhr, (.'niixii. in Miillli. In lac 
VlvtT. Libl. Kcilwurwrli. I, 8. 61M. f fcului, rsrg. Ilanilb. I, *. S. aSI ; Sirliltilif 
mavhcr. Ul>or den Lnkao, ^ 10!) 
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iritb Ifae most snpliic d«lAits. while Luke is satisBcd witb a condoe 
Btatemeot (iii. 18— -20; ix. ')), nnil ilattlicw takes « miiMIc course; 
! but Mark's rrprescntiilion of tlic relation bclwcMrn Ilcnxl and llic 
Baptist diflVr!* i-MiMilially from that of iLittiicw. While according 
to the latter, Hf-rod iviKlicd to kill John, but was withheld bv his 
diead of tlic wvjjilc, who looked on the Baptist as a proplwt (v. 5); 
according to Alark, it was Ilcrodiaa who conspired against his life. 
but OOiuld not atliiin licr object, liccause her husband was in an'e of 
John «8 a holy mim. sometimes heard him gladly, and not seldom 
followed his counsel (v. 111).* Here, again, the inciividualizing char- 
acteristic of Mark's iiJirmtiw has induced comincntaiors lo prefer it 
to that of )lattlicn-.t But iu the tinishing toudica and altcratioua 
of ilark "*c may detect tlie hand of liaditioii ; especially as Josephua 
merely says of the |«o[>!e, tluit (Any gave ear to the sound of Ais 
words, ^tjvav Tfl aKpodaa ruv J^yui-, whili- lie says of Ilcrod, that 
having cotuxitfed feara of John, hrjud'jtd UejipidUnt to put Aim 
to death, Moa^ KprjTTov ii)tlrai (rby 'Iwii-iTjp) dwupciv. ifow near 
lay tlie Irmptutton to e.xall tht; lUpti^t, by repn-senling the piincc 
HgaiiiHl wliuin he biid s[K>kcii, and l>v wliom he was iiii[iriiM>itcd, aa 
feeling bound to venerate him, and only, tiy his nunorse, seduced 
into giving hin deatlt-warauil, by his vindictive wife! It may he 
atMeu, tliat tlie nocount of Mnithew is not inconsistent with the 
diAnetcr i<f Anti[)a3, as gathered from ottier sourceji-t 

The close of the evangelical narmtives Ivavex llio impression that 
the disaevercd liead of John was presented at uble, and lliat the 
prison vrva con«»iueRtly close at hand. But wc learn from tlie pas- 
90^ in Joscphu* above cited, that the Itaplist ivas nontined in Ma- 
e)ui<ru«, a forln^ss on the »4>utlieni Iwnlcr of Persia, wh^ireas the 
residence of Hcnxi w.-w in Tibcrias.S a ilay's journey distant from 
llachivnix. HeiKze the head of Jolin the Baptist could only lie pre- 
sented to Flerod aOcr two day's journey, atui not while he yl^I Mt 
at table. The contradiction here apparent is not to bo removed by 
tlic consideration, that it is not expressly aaid in tlic UospcLt tliat 
John's hmd vti* brought in during the meal, fur this is iteceaaarily 
inferrvd from tiic entire narrative. Not only ure the cORimiMion of 
the executioner and his return with the Ik'wI, detailed in immediate 
ootinexion with llio ineidciiLs of tl>c meal ; Init, only thus has tlie 
whole dniniatie ftcene ita apfnopnate conclusion ;^-only thus is the 
coiitniiit complete, which in fonned by the dentli>wanraiit and the 
feast: in tine, (lie xlraf. on whicli tlic tiissevered head '19 preaenled, 
marka it as the costliest viand which the onnalunil revenge of a 
woman could desire at table. I3ut wo have, as n prolnble adulion, 
the information of Joscphus,) that Uenxt .\nlipas waa tlien at irmr 
with the ArnlMan king. Aictas, between wbotte kingdom and bia own 

* VvbL rritucb*, Coani. <n Hare. p. tSS. f E. fc SchoKkMlwrcM'. flhw dm Un. 
•proof dn anlMi kuiuiiucbna KvansTtiuin*, S. W £ Ttui ilw iXer^i^ at Uuthev, v. 
9, I* oat eoalniliirlary t* bU nn aamlln^ h* fritnctic, in lac. ; Winrr, tIbL Kcal> 
viirtfrt^ 4. A. UiTDila Aaiipw. } VriMathf, CouiuwiUf. in UXL f. VJl. | Jtntlq. 
aiilL T. t. 
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lay (he Jbrtrcsa of tracluimis ; and there Hciod iniglit possiUj have 
zcddtMl with his court at tlial period. 

Thus wc sec tliat tlic lite of John !» the evangelical narrattveii ' 
it, frorn easily conceived roasoos, ovcrapread with mythical luxtri! 
on tlic gilic wliich is turned toward Jcsua, while on the other its hi** 
lorioal luiciimciit^ »to more visible. 



CHAPTER II. 
BAPTISM AND TEMPATION 0PJK3D3. 



i 48. WIIT DID JKSfS BECEIVE H-VITISlt PROM JOHSf 

In conforinily willi tlio evangelical view of the fact, the cufitom* 
lU-y answer giviti by tlie orthodox to tliia ([ueittion i», thitt Jtssivt, by 
his ftubiiiisiiiort to JohnV bn]iti»ni, sigtiitiod Jiis consecration to ihc 
mcsKiiuiiu oHici;; uii vxjilanution which i^ loiji ported by a [)ai<wigc iit 
Juslhi, according to wiiich It wiut the Jcwlsii iiolion, llmt the nlcs- 
Kiali would Iw unknown iw such to himwlf ;itid others, nntil EIuu 
M his forwTunKT «liouid anoint him, and ihcn-hy iiinke him distin- 
guiabablc by all." The Uaplist hitnwlf, however, as he ts irpre- 
senlod by the lir^I cvnngclist, could not have partaken of tliis dtwini; 
for Iind he rcgiinicd Iiis baptism as n conBecraliun wliioh the Mcs.^iah 
must nocessiirily umk-rgo, lie would not have iK^sit^itcd to pcrlorm 
it on the pennon of Jesus (ill, 14.). 

Our tomicr inr|uiries have ehown that John's baptism related 
partly e(? rbv ijix^jievav, its recipients promiauig a believing prepara- 
tion for the expected Messlali; how then could Jesus, if he waa 
oonscions of lH:ing hiniseif the ffx^fiti-o^, submit himself to this 
baptUni? Th« usual anawvr from t!ie nrlhodox point of viewia,^ 
llial Jesus, althougli conscious of his Mf^.tiiiship, yet. ao long as it 
was not publicly attested by God, spoke ami acted, not as the 5Ies- 
siah, but merely as an Israelite, who held himself bound to obey 
every divine ordinance relative to his nation.t Hut, here, there is 
a distinction to be made. Negatively, it liecaine Jeaus to lofinb 
from ijcrforniing any messianic deeds, or using any of the Messiah's^ 
prerofpUives, before his title was solemnly attwlwl; even i)0»itively, 
it became him to submit himself to the ordinances which were in- 
cmnbcnt on every Israelite; but to join in a new rite, which «yni- 
Ixdixed the c.\]}ectution of another and a future .Mexaiah, could. 
never, without du.4inmlation, be tlie act of one who was eonsciousl 
of being the actual Mciisiah hlnisclfl j^loro recent theologians liave 

• out. <■ Trrph. 8, S. 110, ilvr H^miiuc Auig. i ll»>, OoMlUuhU J«h, I. B. ii. 
IIS. 
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tlierefore wiw-Iy admitted, that when Jesas came to John for bap- 
lina, he lutd not a dwided conviction of liis ^[csaUliBhip.* Tlic/ 
imti'ni) mganl ihifi nncoHainty as only tlie strangle of modMlj". 
Piiuliij, for inHltiiKi', ob.iorvM (Jiat Jcum, noIwitVuitandinz lie had 
ficjiril from lii." [WRiitH of liis nic^sUtiiu- declination, ana had fell 
tliin lirsi intimiitioii confimied by many external inddenis, as well 
ns by his own itpiriiual developniertt, was yet not over rb^^ to «{>- 
moprintv lite honour, whicli hikd been as it were tfanist njton him. 
Bat, if llic previous narrmliriai coDoernin^ Jo-jtiw lie regaptled aa a 
hiitlory, and tlierrf(>n.% of neceMity, att aKniM-ni.nluntI one; then niiuit 
hr, who was hcniMrd by Angelf, minwriil'iiudy conceived, wclijoined 
into the world by the homnge of mngi nnd [irophelji, and wlio In his 
twelfth year knew the temple to be his Father's house, have long 
held a convietion of his Mcssiahship, abo^'c all tJie samples of a false 
modesty. If on Ihc contrary it tic thought possil>lei by criticism, 
to reduce the history of the childliood of Jesns to « merely natnral 
one. there is no longer an^-thing to account for liis early belief that 
he was the Messiah ; an<l the position which Ik^ ndopled by llie re- 
ception of John's baptism becomes, instead of an stfcctcd diffidenoc. 
a real ignorance of his messianic destiny. Too modest, oontuioc 
these com Die nta tors, to declare himself Sle^uiUh on his own author- 
ity, Jesus fulfilled all that Ihc strictest self-judgntent could require, 
and wished to make the decisive experiment, whether the Ueilv 
would allow tlifti he, as well as cverv other, should dedicate hiui^lf 
to the coming Messiah, or whetlier a sign would be granted, that lie 
Iiiniself was the fpx^l"*''^- But to do something 8«?n to lie inai>- 
proiiriate, merely to try whether God will correct the mistake, ij> just 
such a diallei^ing of the divine power as Jesus, flli(*Tlly aOer his 
baptism, decidedly coml^nm.t. ThiLs it must be allowi^l thai, the 
bajili^m of John Ixung a baptism tlf ritv If^ffipfOtf, if Jesus could 
submit himself to it wilhoui diss imiihit ion or presumption, l>e could 
not at Ihc time hav« held himself to be that ipx^*^, and if he re- 
ally iittemd tlie wonis oItw spe^row ien, «. r. a. Suffer it t) be ao 
noir, &c, (which, however, could only be called forth by the refusal 
of the llnptisl— a n-f«*iil tluit stands or fidls with his [ircvious con- 
riciion of llie Mc^^iiiihsliip of Jesus.) he could only mean by them, 
tluit ir KxanH^ him, with every pious Israelite, to devote himself by 
anticapniion to the expected Messiah, in baptism, although the evan- 
gelist, instructed by the issue, |TUt on them a ditfcteut cons I ruction. 
But the relation hitltejto discussed is only one as]iect of Jolin's 
baptism ; the ot1>er, which is yet mor« strongly attested by history, 
shows it as a PaTrtajta iitTatviac, a b-j/titin of jvpettia»e&. The 
Israelites, wc are toUl Matt. iii. (J, were bapiizett of John, confcmng 
t/Mrmna: sliall we then sup]MW)c tliat Jesus made such a cuidiM- 
sion ? Tliey received the command to repent ; did Jcsna acknow- 
ledge such a command ? This difficulty was felt even in titr early 
church. In the gospel of (he Hebrews, adopted by iIm: Nazaicncs, 
* PmIw, at «^ S. sea IC 337. tlu>^ L. J. &. «S. enU Aug. 
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Jesoa aska his mother and brotlior, when >n\-itcil 1>y llicm to rccc'ire 
John's baptUm, wherein iic had einnod. that thin iHiplism wna ncod- 
fiil for him ?* and an heretical apocryphal work appears lo liavc at- 
tributed to Jenus a contc^aion of hia own sins at his baptieni.t 

The «um of what modem tlieologiana have contributed towards 
Ihc removal of this difficulty, consists in the application to Josus of 
the distinction between wliat a man ia as an individuid, and what he 
is as a member of the coniiimnity. He needed, say they, no rejjcnt- 
ance on hia own behalf, but, aware of its necessity for all other men, 
tlie children of Abralmm not excepted, he wished to denionstr-itc hiit 
apfiroTikl of an inHlitnle whicli coiilirmOcI tliLi truth, and hence lie 
siibniiilcd to it. But h-t ihi^ readi-r oidy take a ne.irer view of tlio 
facts. According to Ztlatt. iii. 6, Joliii apjie-irs to liavt? rwjuired a 
confession of «ina prCNions to Implijini; .*iicii a eoiifctsioii JciuLs, 
presupposing hin imjieccidiilily, coiihl nut. <lolivt;r without fid.-<c[iOOtl ; 
if he rcfiiscd, John would hanily liaptizu him, (or he did not yet be- 
lieve hita to bo the Slcssiiili, and from cvvry other Uninlilu lie inu^t 
Iiave considered a confossioii of sins iii(li«pcn^iiblc. Tiu; non-<;"m- 
pliancc of Jesus might very prohably originate the <ii»iiiiic lo which 
Matthew gives a wholly diiVerent chnniclcr; but ccnninly, if the 
refusal of .John had such a uiuse. the matter could scarcely hiirc 
been adjnatod by mere suffer it to be no now, for no coiifi^sioti being 
given, tlie Ilaulisi would not liavc ]>crceived that aU riifliteousnee» 
was j'tdjillm, Kven supposing that a confession was not required 
of every baptized person, John would not couchido the eercmony of 
baptism without addressing the neophyte on the snbjecl of repent- 
ance fJould .le»us tacitly sanction such an addrtsa lo hiin.-telti 
when conscious tliat he needed no regenei-ationV and would he not, 
in ao doing, perplex tlut minds which were aitci-wards to believe in 
him as the ainles.t one ? We will even abandon the. )}o»ilion that 
John .to addiTMscd the ncophytea, and only urge that the geslurr-o of 
Iliosc who plunged into the purifying wiiler must have bwn those 
of contrition; yet if Je*us coniormoiT himsell to ihwtc even in si- 
lence, without referring thvm to his own condition, he cannot bc 
abeolrud from the cliargc of dissimulation. 

There is thou do alicnialivc but to supjxisc that as Jesus Iiad 
not) up to tho time of his bajitisni, thought of himself as the iltcs- 
eiah, so with regard to the furiii'iua [)vj}r.-ntiincv). he may have justly 
ranked himself amongst the nio-it t^xccllent in Israel, without exclud- 
ing bimacli' from what is predicated iu Job iv, 18 ; xv. 15. There 
ialittJe historical ground for eonlrovorting this: for the words, wMcAi 

* RicroD. A(1t. ]V1a]fUn. ill. ?: Tn Evanp-Ljn Juxia Ilpl-nniN — .»arrA( hintnrJEi: Kea 
matrr Jhmimi iS ^iidtm *jMi dicfbnnt ri; Joannft b-tpiUia h'tptiiat in rfmU^nn'm ptreitlt^ 
rum; tamat ft baptittmvr ab <o. J/izil aaltn tii: ijuid prrfnri al md^nitl bnpliimtirtil 
niri firrtt hoc iptum quod diri, iffnoranlia fit, ^ 't'he author or th& Trattntat d^ non I'to- 
ranJa bapiiimo Iu Cypriin') worka, Kl^alL p. VM, ntyt ((he |<DirH);i> I* nlu ruund In Fa- 
bric. tViil. opin^r. N. T., S. TUU f.) : tjt—tibtr, ijiii fiMcri6i*«c Miu/i fimJiz-aiiii. h ywi 
lil/ro^ i-tMrr>t ^mnfr tc^ptvrat *t rirt pnxoto prvprio c<mft*nU~ai inptnin Chritiimi, ovi Wuf 
ammno niliil driijait, tl ad aK^itnduBi Jeannit tapfum^ pant iatU*<n a matrt mo Uma 
tttt tompuUvn. 
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of you coninjiceiA me of sin f (Jofan tuL 48.) coultl only refi'-r ro 
open ilcliiir|ueiii;ie!>, and lo a later period in tlte life of Joiiu.t. 'Die 
8co»c in )ii.t Iwi'lfili year, evfin if historical, could not by itRelf prQvt> 
R sinK'^^it ilcvvlo]>iiii;iit of lii« [Mwcnt. 

t 50. TirE 8CESK AT THE BAPTISM OF JESUS COSSIIIKRED AS 
SCPKRSATITRAI, \Vn AS JJATOHAI. 

At tlie moment that John bad completed his baptim of Jc«us, 
t)ie syiioplioal goswla tell U9 that Ibo lieavens were opened, the 
Holy Spirit descended on .TcauB in the fomi of a dove, and a voice 
from Iiciveji de;«igiiated him the Hon of (iod. in whom tUe KuiImt 
was well [ileased. The fonrtli evangelist (L 'A2 ff.) ninkeA the lta[^ 
li«t luirratti tbut be saw the Holy hjiirit descend like a dove, nod 
remain on Sv^ofi but ax in llie immediate nnntexl Jobn tayt, of 
hilt Imptism, that it w.-ut dif^lined far lite ninnifrreitalion i»f tite Illcj- 
niiib, and ax ihe t!e^t-riptioii of lite descending dove corresjioiiils al- 
most verbally with tlie synoptical accounts, it is not to 1m! doubti;d 
tliat llic same event ia intended. The old and lost Oositel* of Ju»- 
tin and ilie RbionitcA K>*>^ i^ concomitants, a heavenly light, and a 
flame bursting out of tlie Jordan:' in llie do\-e and heavenly voice 
uLio, they liave atlerattons, hereafter to be noliced. l-'or whose beno- 
fit tiie apjiearancc was granted, remaiiu doubiful on a comparison of 
the various narratives. In John, wliere llie Itaplisi recites it to his 
followers, these secin not lo have been eye-witnesses ; and from his 
staling tliat he wlio sent liirii to liapiiise, promised tlie descend imd 
rcpoec of tliu Spirit as a mark of tlte Messiati, we gather tliat tlie 
appeartiKc was designed sjicdally for tlie Itaplist. According to 
Mark it \s. Jesus, ivlio, in aMcoiding from the n'alcr, sees the hcav- 
cxu open and the Spirit descend, riven in JMatlhcw it is the moAt 
natural to tefi.T rWe, h« eaw, and dvi^jfi^av airr^, vxn epetted to 
Aim, to & 'li}0ov^, JeMiSt tlic mibjoct immediately before ; but as it 
is said, in oontinualion, that he «nw the Holy Spirit Ifix&iievtnf iit'oi- 
~iv, not i^'avT6v, ()Iark*s iir'avrbv, which dora not ngrc« with his 
construction, is cx[Jaincd by bis dejicndiuicc on JlaltTicw.) the be- 
holder seems not to bo the same as Iw on whom iIk Spirit dc- 
soendod, aitd we ai« obliged to refer «J<fe and dvrvxfffioav oir« to 
the more remote antecedent, namelv the Baptist, who, as ilic kea\-- 
enljr voice speaka of Jesus in the tuird person, in most naturally lo 
be regarded aa bIm a witness. Lake appears to give a mncli larger 
number of spectators to the scene, for oocording to liim, Jesus was 
baptized fv r^ jiavrtoOijvai SmtvTa rtw iabr, te/ten all the jtMjUa 
Mwv baptiMdy and consequently 1m must have au|^>o*ed that the 
scene described occurred in tlieir pnscnce.t 

* Jiuiln. Mart. dUL t. Trvph. 881 ranUvnv] re* IfOTtf M rl Mm, Mi w4^ 
dr^fAv 6> 1^ 'Upap^, ■■ r. }. Eplphtn. hum. SO, 1 1 C*^r tb* hcavwil/ nicaj 1 rat 

0^ f'M«kliiB>w CItfbU, lo tlw iteiltg. «iM«ta Mi4 KrtUkai, 3. B. 3. Utn, S. Hi tl. 
■nd BltH, Id Uu «b> pcriafial, ISSa; 3, & 42S C 
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TIic nanntions directly convey no other mining, than that lh« 
whole accna was cxternaJly viaibfe and aadiblc, and thus they ba^ 
bwn nlways understood by tlio majority of commcntatorR. But in 
endcnvouriiig to conceive lite incident as a real one, a cultivated and 
pcflcf.ling mnid must atunilile at no insigniticant difficuJiieft. i'irat, 
thai tor the appeariincc of a divine being oti earth, the vUible heav- 
ens muat divide tlieniitGlvcti. to allow of lii.4 descent fi-oni hia ao- 
cnatomed scat, itt an ittm that can have no objective rcatity. but 
must be thi; entirely Miil^m^tivo cmalion of a time when the dwell- 
in^])lacc of Deity wmh iniiif^iiiixl to lie altove the vault of iieavcn. 
I'Drther, how ii< it ri^concilvnliii- nitli llitt Irne id(%-i of the iloly 8jnrit 
m» tlie divine, all-jx-.rvndiii'; Power, that Iii^ should move from oiiQ 
ptace to unolher, hke n finite being, and c.mlHMly iilmjteJf in l!u! fwnn 
of n (bvR? Finally, that God should utter art ieulalc tones in a Da> 
tional idiom, hus been ju»tly ludd oxtnivngiinl.* 

Even in the early church, the more enilghfenoil fiilhcra adopted 
the opinion, that the heavenly voices spoken of in ihc biblicnl hi»to* 
ry were not external soundB. the cfTecl of vibrations in the nir, but 
inward impressions produced by God in the minds of ihoec to whom 
bo willed to impart niinself: thus of the nppoaranco at the baptism 
of .leans. Onsen and Theodore of Mopsuestin maintain that it was 
a visian, ana not a realUy, o-raoin, ov 0Boif.t To tho simple in- 
deed, says Ongen, in their simpltcily, it 'm a lisiht thing to sot llic 
univerae in motion, and to sever a solid ina,** lite the heavens : but 
tho^ who aearch more deeply into Kneh iniirtcrs, will, he thinks, re- 
fer to those higher revclalioriH, by mean* of whiuh chosen persona, 
even waking, and atill more frc'iuentjy in their dreams, ai'e led to 
suppoflo that they perceive aonielhing with their iHxtily aenses, whilo 
th«ir minds only are affectcit : »o rhiit consc^nently, tlie whole ap- 
pearance in cpicttion should lie umlerstooil, not m an external inci- 
dent, but »* an inward vision Mout hy God ; an interpretation whtdi 
has ulfo met wllii much approbation among mo<Ieni theoUiglan.s. 

in the tirst two Go^pcU and in the fourth, lhi» inieqirvlalton \a 
favoured by tlie expressions, were opened to him, dvet^xOiiaav aCrifV, 
Ae aaio, slSe, and / be/ield, rtOiaftat, which seem to imply lliat the 
apjjcarancc was subjective, to tho sense intended by Tlicotlore, wlK--n 
Imj observes that the descent of the Holy Spirit wtw not geen b>j all 
preaent, fmt that, by a certain itpirituiil contemptaiian, it wu viai- 
We to John alone, ov Tiaaiv w^n rolf iropoDotv, aXXli Kara rii-a rrveu- 
fiartKf^ Oeuitiav Ci^i} ftfivifi rrfi 'luiivt^ : to John however we nmst add 
Jcaos, who, according to JJark, participated in tho vision. But in 
opposition to this stands tiio slatenieiit of Luke: the c.xpivssions 
which he uses, i-yivera — avu^^Oiivai — «al naTatUfvat — itai <fMJn)i' — 
yeviaOtu, it caute to pass—Wfi6 opened — and descended — and a 



* ftanir, bsU. M<-thologle, 3 S. 325 t Comp. Gnti. Comin, sum Erans- Uaitli. 1. 
&.ITSIL 

^ 'ItUHU an ThMHlura't worJn, in Utinter'* FiSKinenU p«tr. cntr. t'sK. I, S. ItS. 
Or)£. c. C*lft L- 4S, BmiU U. in Suimr'i I'luiuurui, 2, p. 1119, 
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roiee comet bear a cliwiKttr so totaUr olgoctivc Rnd exterior,* es- 
pecially [f we add the wonbi, in a toaity Vorm, aufutrixu tlAu, that 
(abiding by the notion of tlie perfect tnitlifuliicss ot" nil t)\i' i-vnngcli- 
cal reconU,) tlio hs» explicit nttimti^fs nin*t br interpreted by lltc 
unM]uivoca( one of Luke, ami tlw incident they recount must be ni>- 
deralood aa something ntore tluin an inward revelation to John and 
.reana. ltcn<.'« it la prudent in OUbauMcn to allow, in conceuion to 
liuke, thai tliere vm» pie«cnt on tlie occasion a crowd of piTMns, 
who aaw and beard fORictlting, yet to maintain that this was iiotliiiig 
dbtiuct or compreh^niiible. liy this means, on tl»c one linnd. the 
ooctircrtce i# again trandfcm-d from the domain of subjective visions 
to that of objectire phenomena; while on the other, the dcscentling 
dove 18 Ku{>po»ed Tisible, not to the bodily eye. hut only to tlu; opm 
^tritunl one, and the wonls audible to tlic aonl, not to the boilily 
car. Our understanding fails ns in tlii» pneuniniology of OUhiuiscn, 
wl»eT«in tlicre are scnsHilc rc^iliriea Irnnscending the senses ; and we 
hasten out of tiru misty almosplmie into Ihc cleanT one of tluxie, 
vlw simply tell us, thai the. a{)]>caraacc was an cjclcnud incident, 
but one purely nulund. 

Thiii party up[N.'«Iit to the custom of antiquity, to r^rd natural 
occurrcnco-it as divine intimations, and in momentous eriseA, wlicrc a 
bold resolution was to Ijc taken, to »d/rpt them «a guide?'. To Jcstia, 
epirituully matured into tlte Slessiah, and only awaiting an oxtemal 
divine sanction, and to tlie Rn|)tist who liad alrca<ly ceded the supe- 
riority to tlie friejid of liis yonlh, in their Holcmn fnime of mind at 
the bapliMU of the fonner liytlic latter, every luitural plwjiomenon 
that hapjM-iK'd at tlie time., ma»t have lieen pregnant ivitli meaning, 
and have n]^-»Rtl as a sign of the divine will. But what liio na- 
tural apjH-jirancc actually wiis, is a point on which t)ie commentators 
an iltvided in opinon. tx>nie, v,-itn the synoptical writerM, include 
a sound as well as an appearance ; others give, with John, an aj^ 
pearaucc only. They interpret the opening of tite tirareiis, as a 
sudden part'mg of the clouds, or a Hash of lipilntng; the dovo they 
consider as a real bird of llut species, nhiib by rhnni^e Iwivcied over 
tlte head of Jesus; or tlwyassnine timl ilie tightnhi^ or some me- 
teor was compaitwl to a dove, from ilic miiniier of its desctmt. They 
wlio include a sound as a part of the niacliinery tn the acme, sup- 
pose a chip of thunder, which was imagined by tlio»e inesenl to M 
a Ilalh Kol. and interprclcd into the wonU given by tlu> first evan- 
gelist. Olliers, on iIh; contrary, underslnnil wluit is siiid of audible 
words, merely as nn expianalioii of the \-tsibl« sign, ithich wsa re- 
garded as an allestaliun that Jesus was llie Son of t-lwl. This last 
opinion sacrifices tlie ftynoptical writers, wlio nndcniably 8]><^ak of an 
audihto voice, to Jolin, and thus contains a critics] doubt as to the 
historical chsitacter of tfae narratives, which, eonsislently followed 
out. leads to quite other ground than that of the naturalistic inlet^ 

■ At mm LUvl* ffiiiftMB*. Cemin. nm Erang. Job. I. S. 3TD. anil BlMk, ul wp. S. 
♦37. 
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pretAtion. If the sound was mere tbondcr, ami tlic worJa only aii 
interpretation put apon it bv tlio livaiandere -, llien, as in tlie sy- 
noptical accounts ttie worda aic evidently auppoacd to h:iTe been 
nuuibly articulated, we must allow that there is a traditional in- 
gredient in iheite recordn. So tar aa the appearance is lyincerned, it 
IB not to be denied lliat the sudden parting of clouda, or a tiaab of 
liffbtnins. might be described aa an ojieniiig of heaven : but in no- 
wise could llie form of a dove be ascribed to lij*htniiif^ or a meteor. 
Tlio fonn i.i exproasly the point of compariHon in Luke onlr. but it 
is doubtlesji so tiilenJed by the other narrators ; alihouj;li 1' ritKflcbe 
conteuda that the words Ulv a dove, wof! zrpinrrpd.v, in Matthew 
refer only to the rajml tiuitioii. The flight of the dove hus nolbinff 
so pcctdiar and distinctive, tlint, sup|)OHii);r thitt to tic the point of 
comparison, there would not hi; in nny of ttu! ])urnll(d pa.-^nagi.'is a 
Tariation, a sulistilutioii of Hoine other InrJ, or an enlirely nfvi f\ff3.n. 
As, instead of ihis; tiie mention of tlio duvi; i:* iriviiri:il>h- ihron^li all 
tlic four Gospclii, the simile must ttim \x\w\\ M))iietliin;r t'.xcliiiiivcly 

1nxr[iet to the dove^ and thU ean npparentiy \it: nutliing but its fonn. 
lenve tlio^o commit the letiKt violence on the text, who adopt (Ite 
BupiMsition of a real dove. PauIud, Iiowevvr, in no doing, iiieurrcd 
the liard task of shewing by a multitude of faela from milural his- 
tory and totlier sources, that the doi-c might lie tnme enough to fly 
towards a man;* how it could linger so long over one, that it might 
be said, (fttivtv ht' avrhv, it ubodt^ %<jion him, lie lias not eueccedcd 
in explaining, and Ite thus cornea into collision wiili tlic nan-ativo of 
John, l>y wbicb lie bad sustained liis supposition of the absence of 
a voicct 



i 51. AN ATTEMPT AT A CIUTICISM ANIl MVTHICAI. IJJTKHriiKTATlOK 
OF the: N'AEKATIVKH. 

If then a more intelligible representation of the scene at tlio 
baptism of .Icbus is not to be given, williout doing \-iolcncc to the 
«%iingelicai text, or without supposing it to be partially cri-oncoua, 
we arc ncccsaarilv driven to a criticnl treatment of the nccomits; 
and indeed, according to DcWcttc and Schlcicnnachrr,t this is the 
provident course in relation to the abovn point in the evangelical 
nistory, Krom the narrative of John, as the pure source^ it is 
nought to derive the synoptical aeeoun(». as turbid elresms. In the 
fonner, it is said, there is no opening heaven, no heavenly voico ; 
only tho descent of the Spirit is. as nad been promised, n divine 
witness to John that Jesna is the lllessiah ; but in what manner 
tlic Baptist perceived that the Spirit rested on Jesus, he does not 
toll us, and possibly the only sign may have been tlio discourse of 
Jesus, 

* Cimi)), KiiialiluJt, II. v.. vi. i'i. f Sn Tauluis tluiiur, Kulimt. llaiui sikI Tliflln. 
X IVWrtW,blU. UiicmiUk, {=00. Anm. &»■(:. tlinaiiu.-li I. |,.'i. :VI [, I. » S. SO f. 
Schl««naa«lwr, aU<r il^ l.uku, S. &8 t. UtUri, Blcvk, Itur, Kprn, Xfcmlvr. 
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One cunnot bat wonder ut ScIilckmiAclier's assertion, that tlie 
nuiniutr in vrhicli the Biiptiat pcincivcd tlw: descending spirit i» not 
given in tin-- foiirtlt Gospel, wlit-n Ik'tc «1*j tlie cxprra^ion vatl Ttrpi- 
enp&v. Hi;: a <lov«, tclk it plainly enough ; and lliis particular 
nuu-ks tli« diMceiit m a vLsiWc one, •ml notii mere inference from 
the discourse of Jcsui). UHtvri, indeed, tliinlia tltat tli« Uaptial 
mentioned l3ic dove, merely as a. figure, to denote the gentle, mild 
apirit wlik-h lie liml observed in Jraus. Rut hnd tliLs Tieen all, ha 
would ntlier Imve compared Jc«us hiin«'lf to a dove, as on another 
occasion lie did to n lamb, than Imvc suggested the id«a of a senaible 
appcamncc by the pictuivsniic description, /saw tM Spirit degcertdf 
iti^ from htav<n like a dom. It is tiicrcfbre not Inie in relation 
to tlie do^x, that first in the more remote tradition given by titc 
synoptical writers, wliat waa oripinidly figumtive. wa* receivwl in a 
litend gcnix ; for in tliia sense it is understood by John, and if Im 
liave tlie correct account, the Baptist bimsclf must have SMoken of 
a visible dove-like appcAiancv, as Bluck, Kcandcr, anu olltezv, 
acknnwledge- 

While tltc aUcgcd distinction in relation to (lie dove, between 
the first three cvHRgellsIs and the fourth, is not to be found ; iviih 
rcapeet to t!ie voice, the diffi-rence is so wide, that it is inei>noeivablo 
how tlie oi»e aecount could lie dniwn from the oIIht. For it x* muiX 
lliat the testimony which John gave concerning Ji-sus, alter llie 
appearance: Thia u the Son of &m'/(JqIiii L 3-1.), taken in coiniex- 
iou nilii tlw preceding words: Jfc lAat teni ttu to baptise, the 
tame taiil unto tm, &C, bccunei in the process of tiadilion, an 
immediate heavenly declaration, such as wc soc in Matthew: 2'Att 
it m>f beUiptnl -S'wi, in if^Aorn I atn ictU jdeaeed, Hupposing sudi 
a transformation admissible, some instization to it must be shown. 
Now in Isaiah xliL 1, Jehovah s-iys of hia servant : (^ST^Brw •'ta?) m 
••t^ rtt; •^•na; wonb whicli, excepting lliose between tlie 

Ctenthe«es, arc almost Utorallv translated by (he doclaratiOD of the 
avenly twe in Matthew. ^Ve learn from Matt. xit. 17 ff. tliat 
tliis jKiHsage was applied to Jcau« as ihc Messiah ; and in it God 
liiiii.-ii-lf U, tiic G[)Ouker, as in the synoptical account of titc luiptiam, 
ilerv then n-as wliat would much more readily prom[>t tlie tietioQ 
of a bm\-enly voice, than the expfessioDs of John, ^incc, there- 
fore, lie do not need a misapprehension of the Baptist's Unguagc, 
to expLiin the stoty of the divine voice, and since wc cannot use it 
for the derivation of the allusion to tlie dove ; we roust acek tor tlie 
source of our narrative, not in one of the evangelical documents, 
but bcyon'l the New Testament, — in llie domain of cotomporary 
ideas, funiHU-d on the Old Te«tument. llie total nevlcct of which has 
oreatly diminialitxl the value of ijcbleieniiacltcr's cnli<iue on the New 
Teatamctit. 

To rr^rd dccUrations concerning the Meauah, |mt br poeta 
into the n]outh of Jehovali, as real, nudihle voiced from neaven, 
was wholly in the spirit of the Uter Ja<lai»m, which not aeldom 



250 



THE LIFE OF JESCS. 



siippMcd siicli vocal cominunioition!! to fall to tlio lot of ilialin- 
piiitlicd rabbins,* aiid <A' tbe tiii»:>i»tiic ]in'ju(1ic&4, which tlie early 
ClirUtians boili shared llioniiti^lve!!, and were com jiclled, in confront- 
ing llic .Tcu's, to itatii<ty. In the piuitnge quoted from I.iaiali, tlier« 
wuD a divine deobiRtcion, hi wliidi the [irMcnt ftlr-stiiiih iv&a pointed 
to a» it were with the lingi'r, and which was thcri'iore HjicclaUr 
ada[>led for a heavenly annunciation concennng him. How could 
the apirit of Cbriiilian legend bo .^low to imagine- a flc^ene, in wliich 
llieae wonU were audibly xpnken fmni Imvcn of the MessJaliY Bat 
wo detect a &Tther motive for such u repKWUiitatiuii of the enac by 
obitorving, that in Mark and l^uke, the heavenly voice addrcssea 
Jestu in the aecond person, and by coni|iarine llie wurd-t which, 
according to tlie l''athera, were given in the old and lo.'t gotipcid as 
those of the voice. Jiuitin, following his Jifenutlra of the AjwsUea, 
d^nftvtifutvfvfiaTa ruiv am>ffr6).ov^ thus r(']K)rt» them : rJfif fiov tl <tv, 
l)^o/)fifpovyTyivvriKaos;^ T/iou art my t<tin, thU <liiy fiave I begot- 
ten tAte. In the gospel of the Ilelin^^wK, according to Kpiphaniua.t 
this dechirfttion wiw coinbined willi tlint which our go»iii'l-i eonlain. 
Clement of AlexandriaS and AugiiHlin|| neein to have read the words 
even in »omcfO|iie»of thelnller: and It i» nt least certain that eomc 
of ourpre«ent nintui:<criiilM of Luke hnvc this addition.1i Here vrearo 
words ultcreti Iiy the hejivcnly voice, drawn, not from I^alub, but 
from Psalni ii. 7, a passage considen-d messianic by Jewbh inlcr^ 
pn'toTfl;" in Heb. i. 5, applied to Christ; and, from their being 
couched in the fonn of a direct address, containing a yet stronger 
inducement to concei^t; it a« a voice sent to the Mcssinlt from licnvdu 
If then tlie words of the psalm were originally nttribulcd to tliO 
heavenly voice, or if Ihcy were oidy taken in connexion with the 
poswgc in Isniidi, (as in probable from the use of the second )>erson, 
^ (I, in Itlark an<l Luke, since fliis form is presented in the psalm, 
and not in Isniah,) we hnx'o a EUlticiunt iiidiealion that thi« tt^xl, 
long intcrpreletl of the Ale^siah, and easily regarded as an addnvis 
from heaven to the Slcssinh on earth, was tlie source of our narm- 
tivc of the di%'inc voice, heard at the baptism of Jcsu». To unite 
it with the baptism, followed as a matter of course, when this wn-t 
held to be a consecrnlion of Jeans to his oflicc. 

Wo proceed to the descent of the spirit in the form of a dove 
In this examination, we must separate the descent of the Spirit from 
the form of the dove, and consider (he two particu]ar<t apart. That 
the Divine 8pirit was to rest in n peculiar nioasurc on the Btcssiali, 
WU m expecttttton neccjisarily resulting from the notion, that the 
mutinnic times were to be those of the outpouring of the Spirit upon 
all flesh (Joel iii. 1 ff.) ; and in Isaiah xL 1 £ it waa expressly said 

* AraanlUig to Buva Mi.-^U. f. 111. I, (la WouUiln, p. ii'), It. Kilnrt aiipntlcil la 
■ Iira*ciil5 (ii|{Ti. ill |in>i)f tlisl lie lia-l Iradllluu lii lila Tiiiuur: [hih ptri-'iiiiil tria arliMtti 
fvuj tv&y tfym R. Ktirtfr* T ndw uliiii* tn^vndum iifum <4<>vf tradirit\ t DiJil^ c^ TrypL 
t>8. : ilvm. KKX. i:l. 9 I'lnliikiii:. L (>. I !>!■ niiuiiria, Kvanitic. ii. It. 1 it. Wpt- 
itrin In lac irt l^ku, sud I)( Wvlta Eiul. in <tu M. i. S. 100. ** Set IIomiiiii<UIot'» 
SduL IB ISalm a 
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of the stem of Jesse, Ihnt tlw spirit of lite Lon) would re«t on it in 
kU its fulcif-.-'i*, a« lite S[iirit of n-t«lom tinil aiiilcrr«Uii<Iing. of might, 
and of Uie fear of tlie Lon]. Tfto commuiiicnlion of ihv Spirit, con- 
sidcTwL MS an iixliviiiual luit, cuiiicidviil nith the iKipli.-ftn, liwl a lypc 
ia the lii<tory of ]>nvi<], on whoni, wlwn anoititoil liy tiinmcl the 
spiritol'tiodciiiif from tluit dnjr forwnnl (I 8am. xv'i. 13). Vurllicr, 
in ihc OW To«lJimc«t [ihrai*ea concerning the inii»rting of the Ui- 
x-inc Biiirit to inoii, tsipecially in thnt i^xprcjision of Isniali, "^ m, 
which uc*t vorwajwiuls to the fUvttf titi of Johii, there ulready lay 
tluj ccna of a »yral>oliaLl rV])re«vnt;)tion ; for tluit Ilcbrctr vorb b 
Applied Hhto to th« haltinjT of nnnira, or. like the parall«l ^Vrabic 
n-ont, even of ititim.-tK 'ihe ima^iislion, once slimuUli.'d by such 
an i!S|>rce»ion, n'l^uM bo the more strongly impelled to comjilctc the 
picture, by tltc necessity tor distinguishing the descent of tlic Spirit 
on the Messiah, — in the Jcnnsh view, from the mode in which it 
was imparted to the prophets (c. g. Ituiali IxL 1) — in the Chmtian 
view, from its onlinaiy communiciition to the Uipliiced (c. g. Acta 
X.IX. 1 ff.).* The position being oncv liiid down, lliat the Spirit was 
to descend on tlw ^liMstub, tfHM]U4-stion immcdiitlcly occurred: Iloto 
would it descend f This was ni-ce»snri!y decided according to the 
popolai Jewish idcii, which nlwuys n;]iT«iieiiIed tl»0 Divine Spirit 
under some form or oilier, lu the Old 'I'l^taincnl, and even in the 
New (Acts ii. .^), tire i* the princi](ul symbol of the Holy t^iint ; 
bnt it by no inwins follows llmt Oilier sensible objn-l,* w«n> not simi- 
hirly uswl. In an imjiorUnt [nititaf^ of tlie Ohl To.^lanti-nt (Gen. 
i. 2). the Spirit of God is dfscrilH^l as lioveriug (f"f77?>i a word 
which suggests, us its sciisiblt^ n-prcsenlaiion, tin! iiio^'cment of a 
bird, talher tluin of tire. Thus tlie expression i>>t^, IVut. xxxiL 
11, b used of the Iiovering of a binl over its young. But the im- 
agination could not lie satislied with the general figure of a hird ; it 
uuiil luTC a spvcilic image, and every thing led to the choice of 
the do\c. 

In tlie cast, and especially in Syria, tlic don; is n sacred binl.t 
and it ia so lor a reason which tdinoet nocrxsitalcd its association 
with the Spirit moving on the face of the primitive w»iei» ((Jen. i. 2). 
'I'lie brooding dove was a symlMJ of ihe r|aickening wannth of 
nature il it tlius jNirfeetly represented tlie function which, in the 
Mosaic cotiniogony, is ascribed to the Spirit of God, — tlie calling 
forth of the world of lite from the chaos of liw lirst creation. Monv- 
over, wlicn the earth was a second time vovon.'d with water, it is a 
dove, sent by Noah, which hovers over its wave^i, and which, by 
plucking an olive U-ni\ and at k-iigth finally iti«a|i|>eanng. announces 
the f*newcd j>os.*ibiiily of living on the earth. VVlio tlu-n can won- 
der tliat in Jewish wnlings, the Sjiirit Iiovering over Ihe primeval 

• SchWiwiMthar, ab«r im UU*. S. ST. 

t'DUiU.Cwni.L.l, •I^S.v. i;C Sw th* nmarlt cf BroMUai «a llii> |wmga ; 
Cmmt. Sy^tMlik. iL S. » ti Pwitas «»«. Uudk I, a, &, aG9. 
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waterii U oxpn:.t!<ly ct>m{Kire<l to a dovei* and tliat, apart from the imi^ 
miro under cxiunimition, tlie dove L* tukrti »h a avmttol of ilic Holy 
Spirit?1" How nwir to tliU lay llii; luno'ieiatiMii of t!ie hovmiig dove 
wIlli lti« Me.i»iali, on whom tlic dovo-likc Hjiirit wild to dt-jtct^ml, »» 
eviilenl, without our luiving recoune to the Jewish writiiig;i, which 
de-ii^nate tho Spirit hovering over tJie walerjt. Gen. 1. i. a» iho 
Spirit of llie AIcH^iiihtt nnd iiUo connect witlt liim its ctnlibm, tlic 
Noa<^hian do>'V.$ 

^yill■Il, ill iliis maimer, the hoaivenly voicis, and the Divine Spirit 
down-hiiveriiijj like n dov<;, giitln'n-J tVoiii the rolciti]iorary Jewish 
iclca^i liiid become inte^nl piirlA of th" Christian Ii^gt-mi conccmJng 
the circunwtancc* of the buptium of Jc.-ni.t ; it iiillowed, of course, 
tliat the heiivciis should opwi themstilvcB, for l!ie Sjiirit, onoe cm* 
bodic<l, must Iiave it roiul, before it couhl descend through llie vault 
of heaven, j) 

The result of the preceding inquiries, viz., tlint tlw allegcil nii- 
Titcalotijf cirainisfancoj* of thv baplisni of Jcsiia have mcitly a inythi* 
cal vnlue, mijjht have Ijccit much miyn: rcjidily olitaincd, in the way 
of infurcnue trom the prece(hng chiiptcr; f«r ili according to lliHt, 
John liiid not ncknowledgcd Jc^uk <o he tlic Mcssiidi, there could 
linve been no flpj)e«ntncc« at the baptijim of Ji^u.*, dcmoiwtralivo 
to John of his Mcssiaiisliip. We have, however, established tlio 
inythicnl character of the baptisiiinl phciiomciin, witliout presuppos- 
ing the result of the piwioua chapter; and thux lite two indopcn- 
<letit|y obtained concluaiona may eervc to strengthen cnch other. 

0U]>po8ing all the immcdialo circumstances of the baptism of 
Jesus unliistorical, the (jncslion occurs, whether the baptism itself 
be lUxo a more mythus. Fritzschc seems not disinclined to the af- 
linnalive, for he leaves it undecided whetiier the Hrst Christians 
knew historically, or only supposeil, in conformity with their nicssi- 
uiic CxpcctJitioua, that Jeans was cansccruted to his nici<si,iiiic office 
by John, lu lii« Forerunner. This view may be supjiortcd by tlic 
obHervalioiit that in tlie Jewish cstpccttition, which originated in the 
history of David, combined with the prophecy of Slalnchi, there was 



* Cbt^gk Ci II. ! Smriiat bti /rrrtnitur luprr nijHni, li-'i^ cotumliii. i/iiii /rrtur n/trr 
piillot fuu* aw (ai^ iiltit. Ir (•lliljorliu »i G>mivi. I, 'J, ap, ^thaiiem. tv-rjt. I. ji. U, 
t I'urguiii Kubdvlh,!!. Vi. tm Ivrlurii !■ laiurprBlaJ u ranjiiniui iiincii. To tvtnrd thli, 
Hllh LQvks, It »a arlillnrjr iDt*r|inUtli>ii, lauuu luclf Uki nrUtrtriiiio. In tlio Cu« of 
tliiatwv* dila. { BarMhlthralba, S.'i, f- 4, 1, nJ (ii'm-n. 1'. :; (n|i. hi'liii(I.-<'ii ut lUii.): 
hlrOiffntur ijiiWliu nyw J/hmi, «!■ jim ilirimr Ji* xl, i' : *( jiir>».-*( *n/i. r U/um tpirieia 
Ifamini, | Siibu. Unaia, t C8. a>\. 3tTI r. (in SobOttcrn, linnc. 3. p. -'^* 1 1 Tlir piir. 
port ot Uili puaage tvita «a Uw lalloiring cmtullillc concliulnn i If h'- < I .i. . .rim,: u 
!*•. III. lU, li the olln tlBD; tile MoiaUh. il H'Iiid ur l>uvl-l. li llir -Ai'i I ■:! . ikv\ mcigd 
t( 1) Mid ot Nosli'i doTD, (irn. vlll. 11. tbnl it carried aa ollrs Irat la Iti moiitli : ihe 
UntUh will N ualMMd inlii tin werld bv n ituva, — Even Clirltilap liil<rr|ircifr> have 
(■HDpand tlM doTS at th* baplltm of J«iu Ui ib* Kuscliiaii una ; m (iiilu-tr, Ibcuunu, 
S. ArL wtpumpi, pL 688. It lui limi ciutiimary in vita In Ihi> minixinn, lliat llui Sa- 
mullaiu fM dWIns honour* to a dor* uniltr Ihv nain« ot Arhinn, on UouM (Ivriiim ; 
bat tbi* Il a JhUIi atvutatlon, ^ruuiidal an n vllful inltcnntlmdiun. Sn SUudllii'* ind 
TiicUraor'a Ardiiv. fdr K. U. 1 , 3, & Wj. Ludw, 1, 3. 307. U Em ftilMchit Csmin. 
in Ualt. p, 148. 
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•dequiitv inilune.mont to «ssaitic sach at consccrntioii of JfMi* 1>r tlii! 
Bl^ift, CVL1I without liislotiotl warrant ; niu) thi^ tn<>ntioii of Johti'jt 
bapti-^n in relation to Jesiis (Acta i. 22,) iii a noiTitlivf, it^t* trail!- 
tionnl, proves notliitig to the contmrv. Yet, on tiiv otticr Itand. it 
is to be coiuidcrcd, tlut tltc baptism of Jesns by Jolin fumisbcs the 
most natural basis for an explanation ot the messianic (irojcct of 
Jesus. ASTicn wc have two colanporariea, one of whom announces 
the proxiniity of the Messiah's kingdom, and the otJicr gnhsequcntlj 
aaaumes iho character of Messioli ; tlte conjecture arises, even witll- 
out positive information, that they slood in a relation to each other, — 
that the latter owcil his idea to tlio former. If Jcsns had the mc3- 
Bianic idea excited in him by John, yet, n» is natural, only so lar 
that ho also looked foi-ward to the advent of the messianic indi- 
vidual, whom he did not, in rhe firnt insttinoe, identify with him.^elf; 
he would mozil likely submit liimi«t-lf to the liaplism of John. I'bis 
would jirolutlily take pkce without any striking occurrciiccx ; und 
Jejius, in no way announccut by it as 'the Dapttitl's superior, might, 
as above remarked, conluioc for some time to domean himself a» liis 
disciple. 

IXwe takeaoonipamlive rdrosiicct of oor evangelical documents, 
' the pre-emineiiee whidi lia* of lute been sotight for the fonrth Gos- 
pel, am>ears totally uimicrileil. The single Tiistorical fact, the Imp- 
tUin <A Jaast by John, is not menlioiiea by tlic fourth evangelist, 
who is solicitotu about the mythiail adjuncts alone, and these he in 
reality gives no more simply llian the synoulical wrilcra, his omis- 
sion of (he ojiening heaven excepted; for tiic divine speech is not 
wanting in his namEivc, if we rend it im|)ortinlly. In the wortU, 
' L 53 : //« f/uU Krit nU lo bnptUe with wiiU-r, the mme mid tttUo 
me, Ifjwn whom iAou thatt ta the Spirit d^xcending, a>id tvmain- 
iny an hinh, the anme is he icfiich baj)tiseth with the llviy Ghost-, 
wc have not only sub^tniitially the same purport as tluit conveyed 
by the heavenly voice in tlte synoptical gospels, hat also a divine 
declaration : the only difference being, that here John is ad'lres<cd 
exclusively, and prior to the baptism of Je«us. Tliis difTerciicc origi- 
nated partly in Itio importance-, which the fourth evangelist attaclicd 
to tlic relation between the Baptist and Jesus, and which required 
that the criteria of the nKssiimic individual, as well as tlic proximity 
of his kingilom, should liavc been revealed to John at his call to bap- 
[tijce; and it might Ih' partly suggested by tlie narrative, in 1 Sun. 
' xvL, tKOonling to which •janiucC being sent by Jchovnh to anoint 
a king scloctcd from tlie sons of Jccse, is thus admonished by Je- 
hovah, on the entrance of David ; Arise aiid anoint Aim, for thit 
u he (t. \'i.). The descent of the Spirit, which in David*a case fol- 
lows his consecration, is, by tlie fourtli c^-angcUst, made an antcoo- 
dent sign of the llc&siahship of Jcjus. 
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S 62. RELATION OF THE RrPERX*Ti;ilAI. AT TUB BAPTISM OP JESUS 
TO Tin: sirrEKSAnRAi, is his coscKPrnw. 

At iIm coinincnccmeiit of tbis cluiptcr. wc iiiquircil I'nio titc suV 
jcctivc vivwB of J(»wa in his reccpliuii of .To}inV l>«piii«m, or (Iw i<lva 
whicli he viitcrtninvd of its reLilion to bis omi clinnitler. Wc close 
t]ii:» (li»cu>fsioi) with ail inquiry' into the objechvc |iurposc of the inir> 
ndt's at tlic buptieni of Jcaiu, or (be mode in which they were to 
MiibMjrvu liiu inatiifcstntion of his mcssiabship. 

TliC oumnion answer to such an inquiry i^ thnt Jesus w«j« 
thereby iniluctcd to bis public oHice, and tU'clsml lo be tin: Mcssiiib," 
i. e. thut uuihinc was conferred on him, and tbnt sinqily the eliar- 
nuler whiub he ulicadv pos&cs§c<l vraa luaiufctitcd to others. But, it 
mnjr be linked, is sucli an abstraction intended hy our nftrmton? A 
conKccniliun to an office, cflictcd by divine co-ope riition, vrns ever 
fon^iclf;re<l by antiquity as n delegation of divine powers for its fulliU 
nwnt ; iimce, in tlic OlA Teslanient, tiic kinf^S as so-m as they urn 
ftnoinled, arc tilled witli the spiiit of God (I 8;iin. x. t>, 10, xvi. 13); 
and in tliu New Teatamcnt also, the apostles, before entering on their 
vocation, arc furnisiicd with supcmatuml gifts (Acts ii.). It may, 
therefore, be beforehand eonjectured, that according to tlic onginnl 
iK'iise of tiie (iospebi, the cotiiiccration of Jesus at nis bitpti<m wiut 
attended with a supply of higher powers; and this is ciinlirnicd by 
an e.xaininatioi) of our narralivc.4. For the synojitical writers all 
Ktale. tbnt after ihc baptism, the Sjiiril led ,7ciius into tlie wildcnies». 
obviously marking this journey as the first efleet of the higher prin- 
ciple infused at his baptism : and in John, the words ftiyttv ht' av* 
tA**, applied lo the descending Spirit, scorn to intimate, tliat fron 
the time uf the baptism thci-e was a rcUtion not previously subsist- 
ing, between the Ttitt^a 0)10;' and .lesus. 

This inlcrprctiition of the mavvcia at the baptir*in of Jesus, seems 
in contradiction with the niirralivca of his conception. If Je»U8, m 
^[atthcw and Luke Jil.-itc, wrnt concdved by the Holy Giioat j or If, 
as Jolin projiouiid.t, tiie divine Aoyof, l/ie word, was made floah in 
liim, frora the Iwj^inning of his e^ii-thly existence; why did he yet 
need, at hi.t bapli«n>, • special intropiii^sion of thu -vci'iui iytov i 
Several nUKlcni exjiositors have seen, and Hou^lit to solve, this dit- 
(ieulty. UUliauMen'it e x plana t ion eonsi»tx in the diittinction between 
the |)otential nti<l llie aetual ; but it is fcllV.oiitradiclory.t For if 
the character of tlie Xpiath^ which wii« miuiitcixed adu, with the 
ripened manhood of Jesus, at his biipti»ni, wa^ already pi'cscnt /lo- 
tentia in Ihe child and youth ; there mu:<:t liave uinci been an inward 
principle of development, by means of whieli Ills povvcTS would grad- 
ually uiifuiil themselves from witliin, instead i>f Uiing hrst awakened 
by a sudden illapsc of tlie Spirit from without. This, however, doea 
not preclude the possibility tiiat the divine principle, existing in Je- 
sus, as supcmaturally conceived, fi-om ifie tnoiuent of his birth, 

■ Ilea, Cwdiidiia JaH^ I, 5. 19). f U1I.I. Comin. I, S. t'5 1 
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miriit need, owing to iho buman form of it» (1«velo]>mont, snmc im- 
piJae from without : and Lake* Iias more jiiMlIy proctn^ivil on tli'iif 
contrast between external in)|Mil8e uk! inwanl il«;v(-lo])nH-iit. Tli« 
A^yof, present in .Jcaua from liis birili, nec(t(t<l, lie liiiiilu, however 
strong roigtit be the inward bent, 8ori« ucteninl slinnilua an<l riri- 
licatton, in order to arrive at tM nctivity and maiiife:ttfttion in tlie 
world ; and tliat which awakcmt and guides the divin» Hfe-goxin iu 
the world is. on apostolic showing, !lw- iri-ri'/iu Syitw. Allowing tliis, 
^-ot the inward disposition and the n'jpiUiic force of the outward 
sliinulua stand in an inverse relation to esdi Mher; no tliat the 
atrongor tlic outward stimulus requlrod, tlic wmker is the inward 
diqwisition ; but in a case where tlie inwanl dinpo^itton ut con^um- 
male, — a^ it must be sap]>os«d in Je«u«, cngv-ntk-re<l by the Spirit, 
or animated by the ^-^>«f, — the exterior impuliii' ou^ht to be a mt- 
nimuiii, that in, every circunistanve, t^vi n the ino»l common, mi^E 
serve at a determination of the inwaixl (<;ii<Ieticy. Hut at the bap- 
tixm of Jesuit we see tl>c taaximutn of exterior impulse, in the vist- 
biti descent of the divine Spirit ; and although we nllnw for the s]te- 
eial nailureof tbcmcsaianic la-tk, fiir tht-fultilmcnt of which he must 
be qualiliott.t yet the maxiiinnii nf iiiH';ird dis]M>:4iiton, which fitted 
him to bo the tla^OeoC; cannot at the same lime lie ^uppiacd as 
cxiKling in bhn from hi.* birth: a consetpictice whidi I^uckc only 
cacapea, by reducing the bapli^inal »cene to a mere inauguration, 
tlma, a* hiw been already sJtowii, conUadicting the evangelical re- 
cords. 

We inuKt here give * simitar decision to that at whicli we aiv 
ri^'ed i-oncvTTiing llie genealo^cs ; vis., that in that ciide of ilie early 
Christian dmrch, in whicli iJiC narrative of tlw dr-jtcent of Ibc nrrlya 
on J(.-«us at hi« baptism was formctl, tlic i«lcn tliat Jt^tiit was gener- 
ated by iho same ifvcCpa cannot liavo prcvnih-d; and whiUs nt the 
present day, the oommunication of the divine nature to Je«nx is 
tiioiight of as cotemuorary with his conception, thoM: Christians 
must hitve rt^rdcd hisbapligm as the epoch of sucli cornmnnicalion. 
In fiiCt, ihoHi.' primitive Cnrigtinns whom, in a foTmrr diMCuAsion, wc 
found to hiivG known nothing, or to have bi'lieved nothing, of the 
BupcntalumI conception of Jesus, were abo tiioiw who connectiil the 
lirst communication of dirino powers to Jesus with his iKiptism in 
the Jordim. For no other doctrine did the oTtho<)ux fatliers of the 
church more ficrwly penwculc the ancient Ebionites,! with their 
gnostic fellow-believer Ccriiillius.S tluin for this: that the Holy 
Spirit first united himself with Jesus at his baptism, in the go«pcl 



* COTom. tam Krsnc. Joh. 1 , 3. STS t t !''*«> tb« ortliMUiii folM at virv, il «an> 
BOt b* oHuldfnlljr ulil, vltfa lIplKaiua (p, 801), thil (or Ibr (midcliaa id hi* mimU^ 
Mf ud tfao TUBlMcaanoc «t (tw (1^1 p Ml ^ba. aa^d u miay lcin|iUilMa and irivtra 
dfvuuiManiTii, en Inlcnully vnughl stnMniJ' did noi «ID«t Jc*«>, uid tiUrnal fonllrBa* 
\im liv ■ ficl van frquliilr. I Kfiplinn. hatr* ixv. 14 : fund^ jHfifivitmu rn-^v 
'l^atti- irttjf ui^pvmr nnu, XptaTiO' it t* airy }T>n>4«0ai rOr hr iMri n]W*npur *onfc 
Bt ^ f ti i u *. T, X..- — Tluy •uialoa IXU Jiiat nu nol-j mbii. ta( tKtt Ik it tttitih dumiJrd 
/r^tm *M«M •• IXrftrm (f « dan Utamt diritl in k'a., f Efdplua. tuuo. uvUL I. 
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of the Ebiooitea it was written that the fn-ttpa nut only dcsccndctl 
on Jesus in tUc form of « dovo, Wt entered into him :* nnd according 
to Justin, it was the general expectation of the Jews, that higher 
powers wouhl first be granlojl to the 3[c3siaii, when he should be 
anointed Uy his forennincr Klias.t 

The development of these idea* seema (o have heen the follow- 
ing. When the mesaianic Jignitv of Jesus began to be acknowl- 
edged among the Jews, it was thought appropiiiilc to connect his 
coming into possession of the reijnisiite gifts, with the c|»och from 
which he was in sonio degree known, and wliicli. from the ceiieniony 
tliat marked it. was also best adapted to repi-eaent that anointing 
witli the Holy Spirit, expected by the Jews tor their Messiah: and 
horn tliis point of view wna formed tlie legend of the oecurrencca at 
the haplism. Bui as reverence for Jesus was Iieightened, and men 
appeared in the Chrialian clmrch who were aerjuniuted with more 
exalted messianic ideas, (his tardy manifestation of messiali^hip was 
no longur suflicicnt ; his relation with tlie Holy Spirit was referred 
to hia conception: and front lliis [Kiinl of \iew was formed the tra- 
dition of the aujiernatural conception of Jesus, Here loo, perhaps, 
tli« worda of tlic heavr^ily voice, which niighl originally Ih'. thase of 
Ps. ii. 7, were altered iiflcr I.tninh xlii. 1. For the witrds, a7\ju.(tnv 
ytyifvtiKam, Thif tUnj have I heijotleii. tbee, were consistCTit with 
the notion thnt Ji-jiu» wmk constituted the Son of (.iod at his bn[h- 
tisni ; hut liii;y wore no longer suitiihle to lliiit oecasion, when the 
opinion liud arisen thitt tlio origin of his lif<> wa^ an iinntcdiAte di- 
vine net Hy tliis kter Tejnfsentation, however, the earlier one wo» 
by no means siipjil.inted, but on (he contrary, tmdilion anil her rv- 
conlers lieing J.-irpsln-arled, liolh nairutives — tiiiit of (he mimcles at 
the hiipli.ini, and tliiit of the su))Criiiilnral cDnct-plion, or the indwell- 
ing oi tlm MytK in Jesus fiom tiu^ coin nuance men I of hin life, iil- 
though, strictly, they exclude tvieh other, went forth pcJKTably side 
by aide, and so were de]>ictcd by our cvjingelistM, not C5xecptiiig cwii 
the fourth. Just as in the case of the genealogies: the iiarralive of 
the inipai-ting of the Spirit nt the baptism could not ari^^e after the 
tbrmation of the idea tluil Jesus was cngcnilercd by the Spirit ; but 
it might be retained as a supplement, because tradition ia ever un- 
willing to renounce any of its ncquircd treasures. 



S. 53. pi-vt'E ANi» Tnuc or tiik tkmptatio') ofjmdb — divehges- 
cii:8 yrriiK EVASiiKi-iiiiii us TUia SUBJECT. 

TflE tnmsition from the baptism to the temptation of Jesus, a» 
it is made by the synoptienl writers, is attended with ditBcuIly in 
icJation both lo place and time. 

With rcspctt to the foriner, it Btrikes us at once, that aecording 
to all the S|ynoptical gosjioU, Jesius after liis biiptiitm was led into 

* K]i1|ilian.lii^rea. xxx. 13^ — npcvrrpuf iiBrt20u{>O7f nui liotXitiiftt lif ax-tit:— ^a 
4fM ditcaulng wd ttttfi»g into Aim. f ire tki> ^ana^r ■Iwi.', f (H. 
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tlie wililc-rnesa to be tcroptcd, implying that ho waa not previooalr 
in lh« ivilileritei(», although, accoraing to Matt. iiL 1. John, by whom 
he was baptized, excjciseil hia miniatry there. Tlib apparent con- 
tTn^lietion liiui \ieea ax[io»eA by the moat recent critk ot" Matthew's 
giMjicJ. for (lie sake of jtroving the statpment lijat .Fobn baptized in 
thi; wiliJemeM to be orroncoiia.* But tbcy who cannot resolve to 
R-jcct thia statement on gTounda previously laid down, nay hen 
avail tlieni^^'e.i of tlie supposition, tluil John delivered his jniilimi- 
iiary distourses in llic wililcrness of Judea, but rKtortcd to the Jor- 
dan for tlie pur)>OAi:! of baptising: or, it' the banks of ilie Jordan be 
reckoned juift of that wiliiemess, of the nresmnplioii that the evan- 
gelists can ouly haw imejiiled tliat the Spirit led Jems farther into 
the receiwes of lite wildcnieiut, but have neglected to slate this with 
pn.'eisioii, because Ihnir ilescTi[)tion of the scene at the baptism had 
obliterated from titeir ■ magi nation their Ibrraer designation of tfae 
loeality of John'« agency. 

llul ibete is, besides, a dininological diflicul'y: namely that 
vliile, according to (lie synopliual writers, Je.ius, in the plenitude of 
the Spirit, joat communicated to biin at the Jordan, betakes liimself, 
in GonsoqueDce of that communication, for forty days to the wildcF- 
nesa, where the temptation occurs, and then reluma into (ialiloe; 
Johllt on the contrary, is silent concemuig the tent]>lation, and ap- 
pears to suppose an interval of a lew davs onlv. between ttie baptism 
of Jesus ana his journey into (iaiilce ; thus allowing' no space for a 
BIX weeks' residence in the wilJcmess. The tburth evangelist com^ 
mences his narrative with the testimony which the Baptist detiTeiB 
to the cniiflflaries of the Sanhedrim (i. 19.): Me n^xt day (t$ hm^ptov^ 
lie makes the Baptist recite the incident which in the synoptical gos- 
pels is t'ollowed by the baptiam (v. 29.): ^in, tAe fUbrf day (t^ 
hnipun'^ he causes two of his disciplea to foUow Jes,a» (v. 3^; far- 
ther, iAe tuixt day (r^ hmiiptot; y. 44), aj Jeaus is on the point of 
jonneying into Galilee, Pliilip and Natlianael Join him ; and lastly, 
on tAe thtrd day, r^ ftS^ipa rij Tpir^ (ii. I.), .Teaua is at the wedding 
in Cana of Galilee. TIm- niu:il luitunil uiferenco is, that the baptism 
took place immediately U-t'oiv John's narrative of its attendant oc- 
cunenocB, aud as aceoidiug to tlie synoptical goqwU the temptation 
foUowod close on tl)o bapiUtu, both these events must be inserted 
between v. 2a and W, as Kutliyniiua supposed. But between thai 
which ia narrated down to v. 2S, and Ihe sequel firom v. 2^ inclusive, 
there is only tlie interval of a nwrroie, htavpior, while the tempta- 
tion requires a perio-l of forty days; [lence, expositors have thought 
it neccasafy to give ittai^ov Uie wider sense of 9<mpm a/UneoMt; 
this however is inadniisviltle, Lecanse lite expression tq w*'pP ^V 
TptrQ, Utc third day, follows in connexion with imifitav, and nwtncis 
its meaning to the momw. We niighl therefon be inclined, with 
Kuindl, to aeporutc tite baptt«m antf the temptiition, to plaee llw 
b^itiBin al^cr v. '2S, and to regard the next day's interview between 

* SchMcft*Dburg*T, atar 4ta Ur^ranB im waUa l^iihJiin Enax- $. 89. 
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Jesus and Jolin (r. 29) nit n parting \-isit from the fornurr \q ths lat- 
ter: inecrliag atlcr lliis tliv joiuncy into the midcmras and the 
lotDptation. But without insisting that the fii'st three cvnng<Jist3 
eeem not to allow even ol' n day's intcr\-ftl between the baplLEin mid 
tho dcpartui'c of Jetut into the wJIdcmcss, yet even later wc hawj 
tbe eamo difficulty in finding simicc for the forlv days. For it is no 
more poesible to place the residence in the wildci'ncgs between tho 
EUpposcd parting visit iukI the dii-eclion of ihc tno disdphsfl to Jesus, 
tliat is, between v. 34 luiil 3.'>, ss Kuini>I attempts, than between 
y. 28 and 29, titux tlie fomter as n'ell ss the latter passages arc con- 
nected by T^ Imiifiiay, on Ifie morrow. Hence wc must descend 
to r, 43 and 44; but here also there U only the mtcrval of antor* 
TOW, and cren cliap. ii. 1, wc arc shut out by an fiitipa rpfn;, tAird 
day, so that, proceeding in this way, the tcitiptslion would at last 
be carried to the residence of Jesns in Galileo, in direct oppfwiliou 
to the stiitement of the synoptical writers ; while, in further contra- 
diction to them, the temptation is placed nl a farther and briber 
distance from the baptism. Thu« neither at v. 29, nor bclovr it, 
can the fort}' days' residence of Jesus in tbe wihlcmess with the 
tiMnptalioti be inte.rctdiiled ; and it must therefore V- n-ferred, accord- 
ing to the piiin of Lackc and others,* to the ]ieriod before v. 19, 
which Becins to allow of lu large an interpolation an cnii 1>e di-^ired, 
inasmucii as the. fourth evangelist there comiucnccs his hlittoiy. 
Mow it is true that what follows from v. 19 to 28 is not of u kind 
ablKilntcly to exclude the haplisin and temptation of Jesus n» cnrlier 
occurences ; hut from v. 29 to 34, the evangelist is fiir from making 
the Baptist vpeak as if there had been an intervsil of six n'cvks t)e- 
tween the lMt{>tisiii and his narrative of its circumstances, t That 
llie Ibuilh vviingdist should have omitttul, by chance murelj. tlie 
history of llie temptation, important as it was in the view of tbe 
other evaugi-lisis, seems improbable; it is rather to be concluded, 
eitlicr tliat it was dogmatically ofTciisive to bim, so that he omitted 
it designedly, or that it wjis not current in the circle of tratlition from 
wliich he drew his malcrials. 

The jicriod of forty days is assigned by all tlircc of the synoirii- 
cal writers for tho residence of Jcsua lu the wilderness; but lo tliiil 
agreement is annexed the not inconsiderable discre^pancy, timt, ac- 
cording to Slattiiew, the temptation by the devil commences sfier 
the lapse of t!ie forty days, wtiile, according to the others, it ii]>]Msir» 
to Iiavc been going fbrwai-d during this lime; for tbe worils of Mark 
(L 13), /f waa in the. wilderness fortij daija tanptfl iif Sal'in, ^v 
t¥ Tjj ep'jfiy 'i/"V'*f TicooafiiiiuivTii Titipai^ofitvog iwo rw lumi-M and the 
simihir oiie^ of Luke i. 2, can have no other meaning. Added to 
this, tlierc is ii dilfc.reiice between tlie two bitter evangelists: &I*rk 
only placing llie temptation generally within the duration of forty 
days, without immiiig tho |<articuliir iiet.t of tiic tempter, which ac- 
cording to )lattiiew, were Kubsieiiueiit lo llie forty d^ya; while Lake 

• C«n>i<i. I. Br. Joli. I, $.SU. fComp. Da W«lta,«*i. lludb. 1,S, SlST. 
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inentions Imth tlw prolonged temptation fimpdikoOiuy of the forty 
d»jt, ami tlic three speciaTieniplations (irufNMmol) wLich followed.' 
It has been thought [WitiKiblo to make iJic (hreo accoaiits tail}* by 
8uii]x>sing that the devil tempted Jc:iii!» during the forty daya, as 
Slaric Blalrjt; tliat after tlie bipto of that lime lie a[ij)roacbed him 
u'itli Ihc three torn [riations given by Matthew; and that Luke's na> 
ralive incIudtM t!ie vrholct FiiriliiT. the templaliona have been 
dislinguiftiied into two kind.-;; llint wfiidi U only generally mentioned, 
aa contintted ttirotigli iJk' forty days being considered inviiiible, liko 
the ordiiiaty altempta of Siitiin iigiun»l wen; and t)»e three particu- 
larized lenijitatioiiK t>cing rcgardcil a.t [lentonal and vLtible asaaulta, 
resorted to on lite failure of the firDt-J Itiil tlii:* diMiiielion is evi- 
dently bnill on tlic air; inon^\Tr, it is ineonocivable why LiUce 
should not »i>ecify one of llie tcmptiitions of the forty days, luid 
should only mention ihc three sub^ijucnt otn'i <Ietail<rd by lilatlheiv. 
We might conjecture that the three templalion* narrated by Luke 
did not occur after the dx weeks, but were given by way of sped- 
men from among the many that took place dunng tliat lin>e; and 
that Matthew mi:>undc.r»tood them to be n veijucl to llie forty daya^ 
lemptaliou.S But the cludlengc to mnk<^ kIoikl^ tircad must tn any 
caae bo placed at ihu end of that period, for it a|i])culcd to the hun- 
ger of Jesus, ari;(ing from a forty days' fiut (a cause oaiiltal by 
Mark alone.) Now in Luke al^o this is the (ir«t femptntion, and if 
this occurred nt Ihc close of the forty d«y«, the others oould not liarc 
been earlier. For it i« not to be ndtnitteil tluit th« M-jMrule temp, 
lations being utiiled in Luke merely by «aJ, and not by rfire and 
rdXir an in Ala'lliew, wc arc not bound to preserve the order d' 
tliem, imd tliut without \'iolating the intention of tlie third evangelist 
we ntMy pluvc the second and tliird temptation before the lirat. Thus 
Luke is cotivicted of a want of historical tact: for alter rcurcscnting 
Jesus as tempted by tlve devil forty days, ho Itas no dclads to give 
concerning this long period, boi uarrtitca Liter teiuptatiuns; hence 
wc are not inclined, with tlic most recent critic of Mattliew's Gos- 
pel lo regard Luke's as (Ik ori^nal, and Mattltvw's as tlie tnidjiional 
and atlulterated narradvChU Italhcr, as in Mark the tcinptaliou is 
noticed witlwut farther details than tliat it lasted forty days, and in 
31atll>uw the jiarttculAr cases of temptation arc narrated, the hunger 
which tiiduccid the first rendering it necessary to [rfacc thcin alter 
the forty d:iys; Luke has evidently the secondary- stntcmcnt. for he 
unites the two jirevioua ones in a manner scarcely tolerable, giving 
the forty days' process of temptation, and then superfluously bring- 
ing forward jiarticuUr instances as additional ^cts. It is not on 
this account to be concluded lliat Luko wiotc a(ier Mark, and in dc- 
{lendcncc on himj but supposing, on the contmry, tliat Uuk boio 
boirovred from Luko, lio extracted only the first and gcDoral put of 

* CsBpan FriUKkt^ Camm. ia Um, & ZS I D* MttUa ««. Iliadlb, 1, 3, S- S3. 

IEaUut. Cmow. I» Lac, & S7V. ; UKihtte*. kM*. f. SUL | SchiieckuiAurgar, Obn 
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the Utter cvnrtgolUl's nnrralive, having ivady. !n IJca of the farther 
detail uf single tcmptAliQiis, an addition pcculiiiT to himsiJf; nUDelj*, 
that Jccus. durin" hia residenoo in the wilderness waa /uril tOv ft^ 
pUov, vrUA tAe icUd Uasta. 

What was Mark's object in introducing the wild beasts, it is 
diificiilt to saj. The majority of cxpoaitora an; of opinion tiat he 
intended to complete the teniblu [licture of tlic wilderness ;* but to 
this it is not without rettiioii obji^'tcd, tliat the claosc would tlien 
have been in closer cotiiiectioii with the words fp/ h- r§ tpfifua, he 
was in lAc irilderneiis, \n»iva.i\ of being placed after nwpaiiSfin-of, 
tempted.^ Usteri lias haKiii'dt»l the conjecture tliat thiit [larticnitarity 
mttj bo designed to mark Cliriiit an the aiitity))e of Adam, who, in 
nuadisei, alfio .itood iti a |K^culiar rclnlioii to the )inimal.-<,t aiid OXm 
Itausen haa eagerly laid Jioid on ihlx my»tieal notion ; but it iit za 
interprets! ion which linds little support in the context. Sdilcier- 
macher, iu pronouncing this feature of Ulnrk'^ narrative exlrava- 
gai]l,5 doubdoss otesna thnt this uvangelixt lu-re, as in other in- 
stances of exaggura^on, borders on the ntyle of tiic u|>ocr}-pbitl 
gospels, for wltose capricious tiutioiis we are i»>t sehlom unable to 
surest a cRiuc or an object, ttnd thus wv must rv»l contciilod, for 
the present, to penetrate no further into the sense of his statement. 

With respoct to the dift'crcncc bctwx-rn Sinilhcw .vid Luke in llie 
airu»gmiK;nt of the several temptations, we must c<iu«]ly abide hy 
8chlciemiuch(ii-'a criticism and vcrtlict, uanicly, that Matthew's order 
MCms to be the originid, because it is founded on the relative iin- 
porlanct^ of the temptatlous, which is the main consideration,— ^ he 
invitnliun to worship 8atan, which is the strongest temptntion, being 
made tlie final one ; whcroaa the arrangement of Luku looks like a 
later and not very happy transposition, proceeding from the con- 
sideratioa — alien to the original spirit of the narrative, — that Jesus 
could more readily go witli tlic devil from the wilderocsa to the nd- 
jaoont niountiiin and from llieiice to Jeruaalem, tlian out of the wil- 
derness (0 the eily and from ihence back again to the mountain. j| 
While the first two evangelists close their nanative of the tempta- 
tion with the ministering of angels to Je-tiu, Luke lias a conclusion 
peculiar to liimaelf, namely, that the devil left Jesua for a season, 
SjUOi KoifioC (v. V.i.). apparently intimating that the suftcrlngs of Je- 
sua were a farther asi^ault of the devil; an Idea not resumed by 
Lukei, but alluded to in John xiv. 30. 



t 54. THE HISTORY OF TUB TESIITATIOS CONCEIVED IK THE SENSE 
OF TUB EVANOEUSIS, 

Few evangolicat paaaagca have undergone a more indnstrioos 
criticism, or more completely run liirougii the circle of all possible 

• Tliiiii KuihjmlM, Kulnfll, iikI oihcn. f t'TltiMhe, In l«, I Bdlnig tor ErItU. 
ntiiE ilw ^>f-'ifl>iinp>|iii«!l>lcbl», m WHmmnn'* mad IJinliMit"* Studien, ISM, *, 8, "8I>, 
} Uebrr dvn I.hVia, | Cunil'trs SctiDtcktotiuriciT, ut luji. H. 47 t. 
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intcqirvtalions, tlian ttic liistorr in question. For llie pc-ntonol ap- 
pctirancc of tlie devil, which it seems to contain, was a lliorn wliich 
Lvootd not allow coiiuncniAlors to repose on tlio moiit obvioos inti-j^ 
'prcUdon, but incessantly urged tlieni to new efToils. The seri<>s 
of explanations hence resulting, led to critical comparisons, anMng 
wliich those of ijchniidt,* Kritzsche,t and U«teri,t kcdi to lia^*e ctr- 
ricd Ibe inquiry to its atmost limits. 

The firat interpretation that suggests itself on an nnjircjiidii-nl 
consideration of the text is this ; that .Icstts ivas h:d hy llie Divine 
I iipirit received at his baj^tisiu, into the wildemesa, iberv lo undereo 
\ A trmjilaiion \iy tlte devil, wIjo accordincly appeared to him vUiCly 
'. Rnd personally, and in various ways, anu at various places to which 
[be was the conductor, prosecuted his purpose of temptation; but 
[meeting with a viclorioiLs resistaiMM!, be withdrew froin Jesus, and 
iluigcL<i apjKared to niinbtcr to him. Such is Uio simple exegesis 
'of the narrative, but viewed as a histoiy it is encumbered with dif- 
ficulties. 

To take the portions of th« Darralive in their pcoper older: if 
[the Divine Spirit led Jesus into the wilderness witn ine design of 
LcipowDg bim (0 temptation, as Mallhow expressly eaya, iv^jfif *l^ 
ifiigtov tRTo Tov ni^fiaro^ TsripaaOiifat (iv, 1), of wbat use was 
this temptation? That it lud a vicarious and redeeming value will 
hardly he luaititaincd, or tliat it was neccisarj- tor (lod to put Jesus 
■ to a irial; neiilicr can it be consistently shown that by this (cmpta^ 
LtioD Jesus was to be made like us, and, according to il«b. iv. 15. 
rtcinptcd in all things like as we are ; for the fullest measure of trial 
' 11 to his sJiare in after life^ and a temptation, cSectcd by the devil 
person, woold ratlicr make him unuie us, who arc spared sucii 
^«ppeanmee«. 

The forty day's fast, too, is singular. One docs not understand 
liow Jesus rauld hungi.T nAcr tix. weeks of abaiineneo from all food, 
without having bungviw) long before ; since in ordinary easc« the 
Imniati Grnme cannot sustain a week's deprivation of nourishment. 
It is line, cxpositoreS console tlicniselvcs by calling the forty days a 
round number, and liy KU[iiiosing tliat the cxurcseion of Klatlhcw i"^- 
Trwoof, and even thul of l^ike, aii: itpaytv ovSiv, are not to be taken 
slrictlj, and do not denote abstinence Ironi ail food, but only from 
Lthat which is customary, no that the use of roots and licrbe is not 
excluded. On no sappoution, liowercr, can so much be subttacted 
from the forty days as to leave only the duration of a conceivable 
iksl; and that nothing short of entire abstinence from all nourialw 
ment was intended by the evangelists, I'Vit^sche has clearly abown, 
by jMinting out the parnllcl between the last of Jesus and that of 
}Io««a ami £]iaa. the former of whom is said to liave eaten tM> broad 
and diunk no water for forty ihiys (Kxod. xxxiv. 28 ; l>Bnt. ix. 9, 

• RitgtUKhe Dtltricr. I, S. ST' It ( Codim. ia M*C(. S. ITS IT I Id Ik* ttmy 
MiDtod Sl TOS. f Ibiu. IS g. KdidAI. Cmob. Id IUuIl, p. it. OMop. Onb, 0mm. 
cam llatlk. I,& S£S. lIi>Ansnn, p.SIS. 
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18), and tlie )tittKT, to liavc sone for tiie same period in the sirciifflli 
(if « mca) taken bdorc hia journey (1 Kinga xlx. S). Uut sdcIi 
fust wautit Uie crcdentialei of iirillly, sa wc*]! as of poc«ibilily. From 
the context it appears, tliat the fast of Jgsu.i was proinjiled bjr tlie 
ttaine Spirit which oecasioiieil hia journey to llio wilderness, and 
whi;:h now nioi-ed liim to a holy aclf-diaeipline, whereby men of 
God, under the old (Ii.<i{>entuition, pniilled tti^mstelvea, and became 
worthy of divine visiontt. Itut it could not be Iiiddrn from tlmt 
Spirit, thftt Satun, in attacking Jesus, would avail hiiii«elf of tiiia 
vary fa.tl, and make the hunger tlience nriaing »i accomplice in hi* 
tern p Inti 1)11 , And wa.4 not the fast, in this caoe, a kind of chtUIenge 
to Matnn, tin ;irt of presumption, ill becoming even tlin bc«t war- 
ranted solf-coniidcnce?* 

But the purxoiml apiK-orunee of the devil is tlie great stumbling- 
block in Uie present narrative. If, it is said, ibeve be a ])er«oniU 
devil, Ik: cannot take a visible form ; and if tJiat were poxMblc, he 
would hanllv ilcmt'iin himM:if ait lie is ri^jirt-jK-iilod to have done in 
the eoBpcIs. It is wilh the e.xi.^teni-e of the devil .in with that of 
angna— even the l)elit;vcrs in ii revelnlion arc |>fr|tlexcti by il, because 
ihc idea did not spring up among the nxipicnlw of wvelalion, but 
waa transplanted by litem, during exile, from n proiane soil.t Mor^v 
ovOT, to those who have not quini ghut out the lights of the present 
age, the existence of a devil la become in the higiiest degree doubt- 
mL 

On llua subject, as well as on that of angels, Schlcicrmaclicr 
may sci-vo as an interpreter of modem opinion. He shows that the 
idea of a being, such as the devil, is an assemblage of eontradio- 
tions : tliat as flic idea of angela originated in a limited obeervalion 
of nature, so that of the devil originated in a limited observation of 
aelfi and as our knowledge of human nature progresBcs, niitat recede 
farther into llie background, and the appeal to the devil bo hence- 
forth reg.inled as the resource of ignorance and slotli.} Kveu ad- 
mitting llic existence of a devil, a \'isible and jiersonnl apjittaraiiee 
on his ]iaTt, xucli aa is here supjioscd, lias its peculiar diliiinilties. 
OI.*li«Hsi'.n himw'ir observes, lluit there is no parallel to il ciliier in 
tlie Ohl or Now Testament. Farther, if the devil, that he might 
have some hope «>r deceiving Je.tus, abandoned his own form, and 
took that of a man, or of n good angeJ ; it may be roasonably u«k«d 
whethi'T the paswtgc, 2 Cor. xi. 14, Satan ia tranxj'ormed uUo an 
anfftl of li'jht, be intended literally, and if so, wiiether this fniitostic 
conception can Ijc substantially true Vi 

Ai to Ihc temptations, it was early asked by Julian, how tho 
deiil could hope to deceive Jesus, knowing, as be must, bis higlior 

* Vtbai, t\m dvo Tbifnr Johmuiu, dia T«ufk mict Vemdiunf; ChriiU. la dcD Uwdl. 
St(i<I!cD DDil Ktilikrii. i<r«iirn JslirRanM* ClKfO) ilrillvi Ilvft. S. 4/>0. D( Waltai, ^trti. 
HmiIIi. I, 1. S. 38, t Dr Wmw, hll.l. rkwiiuiik, { 171. (Immliwa. GniixUtuo.' tiorr 
EDtttlliii'v <l» A. T.. } &, in WiDnr'a Zi-ibiiliiin (. vriMi-nKtiafllktie ThwIoKic. ) B<t SL 
Wl C ] GUuliuulcliM, I. S. 41, (^. Art cnFltca Aun-. { Sclimltli, cufi. BclUftgc^ 
Kuladl, in Mall. 
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natiw! f* Anil TlxwdoTc's answer that the dirinity of Jgsiu was 
ihen unknown to the dcnl, is contratiictcd by the obscn-niion, that 
Iiad hi; not then beheld n higher nature in Jc-us, he would scarcely 
bow taken the tronblc to appCAr specially to him in person. In re- 
lation to tlio particular IctnplRtions, an assent cannot be witbbdd 
from the canon, that, lo be credible, the narrative must ascribe nolli- 
ing to tlw; dc^il inconsistent with liia cstablisiiod cnnning-t Now the 
first temptation, ajtpealing to linngcr, wc grant, is not iU-eonccivcd; 
if this were incHectual. the devil, as an arlfnl tactician, should Iiave 
had a yet more alluring temptation at liand ; but in.siead of lliis, we 
find him, in Matthew, proj>osing to Jcius the neck-breaking feat of 
casting himself down trom the pinnacle of tlte temple — a far leiis 
inviting experiment than tlie metamorpho^=ii3 of the stones. Tliia 
proposition Undine no acw[)lanee, there follows, as a croivi tine effort, 
a siuneelion ^fIl^^■h, whai^vei- inijrlit I* the bribe, even- Inie Isnidile 
voala instantly rcjei-l with ttb!iiirrctic<' — lo full down and worship tlie 
devil. So inai»creet a choi<^(■ nnd armugement of temptations has 
tlirown most modem coniincntittoni into [tcrplexit v. t ■'^^ tl>o three 
temptations took place in three different and distant places, the 
question occurs : Iiow did Je^iis iiass with the devil from one lo the 
otherf Even the orthodox hold that tliLi citango of plaoo wm 
eftectcd quite naturally, for they suppose that Jesus set out on a 
. joomcy, and that the devil followed Ltin.S Hut llio expressions, the 
dcvH tatet Aim — «eU Ami, napa?Miiiidivi — JoT^nw aM>y b di430^, 
in Matthew; faJtmg, duojwyiic, bwtight, >Jyn)*»', #,•/, larnatv, in 
Luke, obviously imply tliat the tTiiiL«|)Ortalion was effisrioil by the 
idevil. and nvoreovcr, il»c uuticular given in I^ikc, th.il lh« devil 
tsliowed JtMu* all (be kingdoms of the world in a momenl of (inwi, 
points lo «omi;thiiig miigical ; po that without dvubt tlie CA-angeJijttS 
L'intendi:<l lu convey the idt^ of magical tmns portal ions, us in Acts 
[Tiii. 29, a power of carrying axcay, Afrt^av, u attributed to tlte 
Hpirit of tfte JjOTiL But it was early found irrccoiictWblc with 
tliv dignity of Jesus that the devil should thus exm-ise a ina^cal 
power over him, and cany him about in iho niriQ an idea wnicb 
SMtmal extravagant even to tliose who tolrnitwi the [Mrsonal «!>• 
pvarance of the dcviL The incredibility is augnM-nled, when wc 
consider the Hcnsatiun which tlie apjicaraiice of Jcaus on the roof of 
the temple must lui\'e cxdlcd, even su|>|>oeing it lo be the roof of 
Solomon's Porch oidy, in which ca»e the gilded spears on tlie Holy 
PUoc, and the prohibition lo laymen to tread its roof, would not 
be an obstacle.^ The well-known question suggcslcd bj- ihc last 

■ to • ftacmcBt afTboadar* tt HapuoUa In Uudr** Frtgm. r*cr. Gmc Fmc. I. 
p. DD r. 4 Ptmloii. { Ilurrnuiin Ikinltii IhM Ih* daril, lo fal* (Mond ICDipuil«n. ileit(a> 
•dly choM m Mntfins •« (xui^ w llw Inp ttvm tin taiD|ilB mt, llw rwcoti*! (la oT 
IW tcmpUtlMI bHa|! U Indue* J*n* to a blv ufij gf hnaanttilaupoiiarsnd oMuddn^ 
■WW of ■ divloe MMIU but tilb enalon Uavn (b« mMIn wbav il mi, lir time b tb« 
aun* abHuiHiy t* Awiing anill nampla w nnat lanpiMlMUk ) ■!(«, Gndikkla Jmo, 
I,&I3I. I »MllHauUMr(intedlK««ratA>9««L>rt(flW«riMawCVut<,unMK(^p. 
rtn-iwdrt*. 5C>»tiu*Jo»tk,lk.J. T. V. 6, irt. r. I. FMUicke, ■" U«UIl,S. 104. IM 
WdUt •!«(. HudU. I, I, S. 40. 
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temptation, ait to tho siltiation of (lie monntitm, rmm whose suniinit 
may be swn all liift kiii^duniM of ihi^ worlil, Ims been met by the in- 
formation liiiit K^ff/ioc liCTft iiiwins no Hi<»n; thiin ['iik-iitiric, »nd fJooi- 
^cfof, itH i>t-vrrul iciiigiloms uml tiririircliics;* but (liif i$ a scarcely less 
ludicrous cxpUiialioii llinn the one lhi«t the devil showed Jesus nil 
the kingiloms of the world on n miip ! No answer remains bnt that 
ituch H mountnin extsle(3 only in the Riieient ideA of the earth as n 
plain, nnd in tlie populor iinHginntion. n*lii<.'h can easily stretch n 
mounlnin up to Iwaven, and sharpen an eye to penetrate infinity. 

Litstly, the incident with wluch our narrative closes, namelj, 
fiuit angels came and ministered to Jesus, is not without difficulty, 
apart from the above-mentioned doubts as to the existence of such 
beings. For the expression ii7jK6i-ow can signily no other kind of 
ininisturiogthan that of presenting food; and this is proi'cd not only 
Viy iJic context, acconling to which Jesus had nce<i ot such tendanec, 
but by a comparison of the circuni a lances with 1 Kings xix. 5, where 
an angel farinsia food to Elijah. But of the only two iKissihle sup- 
positions, botli arc equally incongruous: that etlicreal beings iifec 
angels should convey earthly material food, or that the baraan body 
of Jcstu should be noariahed with lieavenly substances, if anyeucD 
exist. 



i 55. THF, TEMPTATtOS COSSIOKIIED A8 A NATVRAL OtXIIKISEXCE 
EITBEIt ISTERSAL OR EXTKIiSAL; AND AIJJO AS A I'AltABI.E. 

TuE impossibility of conceiving the sudden removals of Jemts !o 
the temple and the mountain, led some c\'en of the ancient conimrn- 
tators to the opinion, that ut least the locality of the second nml tliird 
temptations wa« not present to Jesus corporeally and externally, hut 
merely in a vision ;t while some modem ones, to whom the pergonal 
appearance of the devil was especially olTcnsivc, have supposed that 
the whole transaction wiih him passed from hegiiiniiig to end within 
the recesjies of tlie soul of Jesus, IlerewitJi ihcy have regarded the 
forty day's last either as a mere internal reprcsentationt (which, how- 
ever, i» a Hioiit inadiiiic'siblc perversion of the plainly Iiistoric text: 
v^oreCaa^ iuiipat rtaoapdKOv-a tinrpov i-acivaot, Jlatt. iv. S), or as a 
real fact, in which case the fomiidalJo difticultiea mentioned in tho 
preceduig section remain valid. Tlie intiTiiul representation of the 
temptations is by some made to acconipany a slate of ecstatic vinion, 
for which they retain a supernatural cnu^ie, deriving it either from 
God, or from the kingdom of darkness :§ othe« ascnbo to tho vision 

• Tln! Hue pnip»"i'il li* KuitiM, in Ualth., p. CO ; lli« olhpr l>r PiiUKlio, |i. 1G». 
f 'Dicodore of Uopnitclia, nl bui>, p. 107. niAlauiiicil aeilnrt Jullnn ibal Ibe ilovil bad 
mad* (fan imsKi- nl' ■ mounuln. ^avmeiav ipuvi' tUv AuiikAm' irMDuiiinvi, anit BcmidinK 
to (bv mliiiir iif Uiv ili>«iiir>t ilready cilpil, il« yjuti^ n imfuJi'mlAui (.'Arur^ iha IStM 
tcmptalioD it in Itua |<iiH>it ijruJi'rr in dnr^a. I ut .Inui* iiiily umit la Um ti'iiitilr> and tlw 
OManlaln ■■ Etrkirl 'iiil fruio (Tul*r»» lo Jeramlrm— ibai i^ n rfxrilu. [ I'liulin, 8. 
STU. % 8m tor tin- fotnirt, H, Fjiruurr, Grmit Conun. aiuii E*. MntlK. I, S. '.'lii fc« 
tlM laUi'i, OlihoaKii iiilar.,ancllt«fnninn(!>. :t:'; t.JiTI rlghUy aiiprrband Mm. 
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more of llic nnlure of a dream, and accordingly seek a luituml canse 
rfer it, in tlic rdlcctions witli whicb Je:fii» wa.i occu|>i<>l during his 
waking momviits.* According to tlii.t tlirorr, Jvxuh, in tlic sotcmn 
mood wbicli tlii.- Imptisnud ecom: was CHliuliitci] to prxxlun-, reviews 
hia mesaianic pbm, and together with the tmc means for its execu- 
tion, he rccsla their possible abuses : on excessive luc of miraclca 
and a love of dominslioii, by which man, in the Jewish mode of 
thinking, became, instead of on instmment of God, a promoter of 
t!ic pUiu of the deviL ^\Tiile suircndoring himBolf to such niedita- 
tiona, hia tiitclj organized body is overcome by their exciting in- 
fluence; he sinks for some time into de^ exhaustion, and then into 
a dreani'Iike ^late, in which liia mind miconadoasly cmbodicii hia 
pre^iu tbouglil:' in speaking atid acting fimns. 

To mpiiort this tran»f«reiiCG of tlie whole accne to lltc inwoixl 
.nature of Jums, coiDinentatom tliink that thi-y can proilucc some 
'iealures of the evangelical wuralive itwlt'. The oxpir»sion of Mnt- 
tJ»ew (iv. 1), ^wh.*l ''f '^1" ^PWow vr:b rol llvfijiarof, iind Ktill more 
tluit of Lake (iv. 1), iyi^o iv tu Ilrtv/tarj, cont»pond fully to tlic 
forms : iyei'ifuii' iv izvKiftaTi, Rcr. L 10, i^r^veyiu fie eff Iptjimv iv 
wt^fuirt, xviL It, and to similar ones in Exckicl : and as in ihcao 
es inward uiluition is alone referred to, ncilbcr in the c^'un- 
ones. it is said, can any cxtenud occurrence be intended. 
)at it haa berti with rejison objected,! that the above forms may 
be adapted either to a real extenia] abduction by the Divine Spirit 
(as in Actit riii. 1^!), 2 Kings it. !(>), or to one merely uiternal and 
vLtlonary, as in tiie tguotatioD from tltc Apocidypite, ao that between 
ttbeae two poasible significations the context miut decide ; tliat in 
rworks rvplrte with visions, as arc ibe Apocolyiisc and Kzekiel, the 
context indeed jmtnounocs in favour of a luen-ly spiritual occurrence; 
but in an historical work such as our goa[)cU, of an extenial one 
Dreams, and especially visions, am always expressly announced aa 
auch in the liistorical books of the New Testament: su{>]>o«ing, 
thcrdbrr, that the temptation was a vision, it should have Ijmui in- 
troduced by the words, t'liey iv ipdtian, tv iKJjrdatt, iw in Acts ix. 
12 : X. 10 ; or Iftdfti avru sot Svap, as in Matt i. '20 ; iL I/L Bo- 
Bides, if a dream Iiad been narrated, the trnnsition (o u conttnualioo 
of the real history most h&vo been marked bv a iteytp&tif, bang 
awaiiid, as in Malt i. 24 ; ii, 14, 21 ; wbcrel>y, as raolus Intly 
Bays, much laboor would have been spared to expositors. 

It is further alleged ngoinat the above explanations, that Jesus 
does iMl soem to have been at any other time subject to ec^lacies, 
and tiiat he nowhere elae alloches importance to a dream, or ovcjt 
recajutulatex oneit To what end God slKnild have excited sudi a 
vision in Jesuit, it \i difficult to conceive, or how the devil sboidd 
have had power and jicmiisiuon to j>roduc« it ; especially in Clirist. 

■ r*gha. S. an <r. i rrtUM*^ in MalUi. I&5 r. UM*ri, lUlns nr ErktituDB 
4w VtnudiiwcifMiUdiM, S. TTt f t minua, felxr dii thuOodUdikdl Jm, io U* 
Studioa, I. I, & ae. triuri, m nip. S. Tiy 
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Tlie Orthodox, loo, ^iioold not foi^t llmt, aclmitling the temptation 
to be ft dream, resulting from the lliouglils of Je^tiis, iho fal&c mes- 
sianic idess which were & part of tlioM* thoughts, &n supposed to 
have hnd a strong influence on lii.->i mind.* 

If, then, the history of ihc Ii^niplntion is not to be underatooil aa 
confined (o the soul of Jtvn», miii if wc have before shown llutt it 
cannot be mganled ns supcrnBturol ; nothing sccnis to remain but lo 
view it «s a rc»l, yet thoroughly natural, event, and to reduce tho 
tomtitcx to a mere man. After John liad drawn attention to .le^iu 
as Ihc Mrssiaii, (ihinks thu author of the Natural History of the 
Prophet of Naziirclh.l) the ruling party in JG^ui^fllGm conmuR.nioned 
an arttiil Pharisee to put Jesus to the test, and to ascertain whether 
ho really possessed miraculoos powers, or whether h« might not he 
drawn into the interest of the priesthood, and be induced lo give his 
counlennnoc to an entorjirizo against the Itoinaiiii. Tliis eoiieepiion 
of tlie Jicdiio?J>^ is in dignilicd coti»stency with that of tlie dytt}Mi, 
who app<'ji™d after liLs clcparlnre f o refi-esli Jesus, as aii approaching 
caravan with provisions, or as soft reviving breeKes.t Itut tins view, 
■8 listen says, has so long completed its phases iti the thcolo^col 
world, that to refute it would ho to waste words. 

If the lijr<.'g»iiig discussions liave pro>ed tliat tlie temptation, as 
nnmitcd by the syiioptiwH evungclisls, cannot be ixincrivcd cither 
as an external or IntoriMl, a aujMjriiitlurul or nftlunil occurrence, the 
conclusion is inevitable, that it cannot have taken place in the nuui- 
ner represented. 

The Icflst invidious cxpe-tlient is to suppose that the source of 
oar histories of the teinplniion was some renl event in Iho life of 
Jesus, 80 narrated by him to liia disciples ns to convey no accurate 
impression of the tnct. Temptuig thoughts, which intruded them- 
selves into his soul during his rcsidcucc in the wildcn:ess, or at 
various seasons, and under various eircum stances, but wliich were 
immediately quelled by the uninip.'iired force of his will, were, ao 
cording to the orioulal mode of thought and expression, represented 
by him a* a temptation of the devil ; and this iigiiraiive narrative 
wss understood filerally.S The most prominent objection lo this 
view, that it compromises ihe impcccabiUty of Jesus-H being founded 
on a dogma, has no cAisleiiue fur tiie critic : we can, however, gather 
from the tenor of Ihe evangelical hlatory, that the practical sense of 
Jesus was tlionjughly e.leur and just; hut tliis becomes (jucsti enable, 
if he could ever fet;] an Inelinulioii corresponding to the second tei»[>- 
tation in Jlutthcw, or evui if lie merely chose such a form lor eoiu- 
municAting a more rciisomtble temptation lo hts discijiles. l-'urther, 
in such a narrative Jc»u» wonlil liave presented a confused mixturu 
of fiction and truth out of Ills life, not to bo cxiiected froru an in- 



• Vtlrti, S. T7S. t I fJ' ^' -"''- If- t Thr formet in llmlif"* n. Mnpiwn i, S. S. 
aSSf iIk UlUt in itic uuitirUi-lixii (livdiU'IiU-. I. :i. I^KI IE f Tblii vivn ubM by I'll, 
lokfiii, llaw^ aad Xmular. { jjrlilf'li'nnaitii^r, Ul>cr dca Lulut, & u). L'slcrl, ul *Up. S. 
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genuous teacher, as he otherwise appears to be, cnpcciallj if it bo 
Euppoeteil tliat tlie tempting thonglita did not really occur to him 
after his lorty dars* sojonnt in the wilderness, and that tliia parti- 
cular tM only a portion of the lictjlioiia invcalitnrc : while it' it bo 
assuniml. on tlic contrary, tlut the date ia histoncal, there rmiiunfl 
the forty day'it fast, ono of the most insunuountablc ditlictiltica of 
the luiTTaltvt^. If Je^tui wislicd simply lo describe a mental pxfiidsc 
in the inaiiiitr of the Jevrs, who, tracing the effect to iho cause, as- 
cribed erit thoughta to diabolical aaency, notliing more was reiuisUc 
ttian to nay that Satan suggealca such and sucli tbongbla to his 
n)!iid ; and it was quite superfluous to d«ptct a personal dovil and a 
joomey wiih him, uiiWs, togclhcr with the purpose of narration, 
or in its Hlcnd, the-rc existed a ]ioelical and didactic intention. 

Such an intention, indeed, i» attributed to Jesus by those who 
hold thnt t)ie history of the trni])t.-ttioii was narrated liy him aa m 
piuiib1<% but nndemtood littn-ally by his disciples. 'i'hU opinion ia 
not viicimil>ered witli the dilticulty of making some real inward ex- 
]>cniMtce of Jesiis tiic basis of the history:* it doo^ not su|>]>ose tluit 
Jeeus himseif underwent such loniptations. but only llul he sought 
to secure his disdples trom them, by iinpreMing on them, as a oon^ 
pendium of messianic and apostolic wisdom, the three fdlowing 
maxims: lirst, lo porform no miracle for their own advantnge even 
in lite greatest exigency ; secondly, never to venture On a chniiimcal 
underlakitig in tlie hope of extraordinary divine aid ; thirdly, never 
to enter into fellowship with the wicked, however strong the cnlico- 
inent-t It U'ss long ago observed, in oppo^tton to tliis inlCT|>rcta- 
tion, that liie nairaltve is not easily recognised as a jMrnblc, and 
tiiat its niond is hard to dbtteni.t With rCiipect to tlic latter ob- 
jection, it is Inio that the itecond tejnptalion would be an ill-cho»cn 
iniagu; but the funner n-mark i» the more important one. To prove 
tliat this namilivc has not the ehnracteriatics of a parable^ the fol- 
lowiiif; definition has becii roccntly given ; a pambic, being essen- 
tially lii.ttoriral ill it» fonn, is only distincuisliable iVom rv.tl liistory 
when its agents are of an obviously tictiltoiu cluiractcr.S This ia 
the oute wltcre tlie subjects are mere genenilizations, as in the par»- 
bles of tlie sower, the king, and others of a like kind ; or when they 
are, indeed, individualixefi, but no as to be at once nxognizcd as im- 
historical jiersons, as mere sui)]>orts for the dra(>CTy of liciion, of 
wliich even I^aiuiriix, in the parable of the rich man, ia an example, 
lliough dUlingui^Iicx) by a name. In ncitlier species of parable U it 
admissible tu introduce as a sabicct a pcr»on corporcaUy present. 
And necessarily determinate and historical. Thus Jesus could not 
make Peter or any other of his disciples the subject of a parable, 

■ If wnultilng rtnllj (\ptriakud hj J*>iu It wf^wwil u ik gitm of ih* parablt^ 
Uiii opinion U vlmultj' tha Mnic •• Iba |«n4iuG. t J- ^ C Schinjilt, in Miuef BIUIO- 
tink, I, I, & «0 f. ikUti-niuclwr, aUr ^ii l.skM. & St (. l'>l*ri, bUr icn TauTcr 
JahcaB«.iK*TBiifci^Vw*iidUumChritli, inilmliailac. Smdim, !,S, a,l» If. [ K. 
Cb. U SctaDldt, tKtg. B*ltr^«. I. & R39. { Hunt, Bdnerkunpn ubcr dlo «--iftlf 
UlloMna'* nd V*t»ri't voa dcr V«»cbunjtgc«cl>., Sudtai, 3, I, & Tl t 
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elill IcsH himscll', lor tliu reciter of a piiniLU; ut nre-cmincnlly present 
to hi* nudjton; and Iicikc lie cjiniiot Iiavo defivuped iUp. bi*trtry of 
the lemptntion, of wliidi lie M the subject, to liU dUciplcM lu n 
miabic To aesutnc tliut the bislor}- biul origuiaUy iinotber xulijcvt, 
for vrliom oral tniililion subittitulct] J««u, U iiiJultiiiKMibli:, bccatuN: 
tlio narrative, even us n [lurabli.-, luM no deflnilc »igniticiinec unless 
tlic Mef^ioh be its subject.' 

If Budi A parable coiiecniiiig liim8<:df or any otlicr pcTHon, could 
not have been delivered by Jesus, yet it is possible lliat it was made 
by some other individunl conGcniing Jesus ; and this is the view 
taken by TbcUe, who has recently exjthuned ibc history of the temp- 
tation as a parabolic admonition, directed hy some partliian of Jesus 
against the main Icatures of the i(*orldly messianic hope, with the 
piu})0«e of ealablisbing the spiritual and moi-al view of the new 
economy.! Uore ia the traiLiition to the mythical point of view, 
which the above theologian slmns, pai'tly because the narrative is 
not sutficieiitly picturoiKjUc (tbuiigh it ia so in « high degree) : jtarlly 
beoiiisc it ii too pure (ihougii he tlius imputes fidee ideas to the pri- 
mitive Oiu-istijui:t) ; and partly because the formation of the nivtiiutt 
waA too iK^'ir the time of Je.<ttui (an objeclioii ^vliich must be e()ually 
valid agiiiiiKl t!i« early misconstruction of tlie parable). If it ea» 
be flliown, on llie contrary, that the narrative in question iit fomM.'d 
less out of iii.fl met ive thoughts and their |>oetical clothing, as is the 
case with a jiiirablc, lli;>n out of Old TcHtaiuent passages and types^ 
we slutll not hesitate to designaie Jt a niythus. 



fi 56. THE maroRif op the temttatios as a mtthcs. 

Satan, the evil being and enemy of mankind, horrtuved from 
the Persian religion, was by the Jews, whose exciiiiiivene»s limited 
all that was good and truly human to the LtraeJitish people, viewed 
as the siMwiaf adversary of their nation, and hence as the lord of tho 
heathen stales willi whom tliey were in hoslilily.J The interests ol' 
the Jewish jieople hcing centred in ilu^ Jtlessiuh, it followed llial Sa- 
tim WHS cmphaliwilly hts ailversiiry ; ntid thus throughout the New 
Testament we lind the idea of Jeaus as the Messiah associated with 
that of K^itan as the enemy of hia person and cause. Christ having 
ap(icared to destroy the works of tiie devil (1 John iiu 8), the latter 
seizes everj' opportunity of sowing tares among the good seed (^latt. 
xui. 39), and not onlv aims, though unsuccessfully, at obtaining the 
mastery over Jesus Iiimself (John xiv. 30), but continually a«<sajU 
the (iiithful (Epb. vi. II : 1 Pet. 5. 8). As these attacks of ilie 
devil on tho pious arc nothing else than aliempta to get them into 

■ Haxorl, nt tnp. S^ TO. t '-">' Binenphie ifru. i 33. t S"' f-vbu. iJL I, whers 
Satan rai*U [be liigh pllrtC lUDdlag licfuns Ihe aup:! of the IahI i firUm V^Jlkra ratiti*, 
t cll. (Id UcTlbal'IC, CliriiloL Juil- p. 183), trbcre, aecDiilliig to IUIjU Jttvhinaa, Jcbvrtli 
■^ ■" rnBn Tsin C- * '^ Snlan. omy. H(k iL I ( and LieLlTuul, bonr, p. lOd^ji 
F*ti jai4fm M KW/UHpOTEfia, of iwrv ran popuio/aiteru tujoCiim nuUi iareliUiM. 
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bis powor, tAnt is, to mticc tItiMn lo sin : nnd as ibis can only \>ti 
done \>y ttic itulirvct suggestion or immcdlstc insintuition of evil, ;«- 
ductivp tlioughtfl, Satan liad llic a&pcllnlion of l> -wpd^ui-, M? temj>/fi: 
III llic prologue to the book of Job, lie seeks to acduco tbc pious iniui 
from God, by the in? tratnentality of a succession of phtgues and mi*- 
fortunes : trtiilc the ensnaring cotinsel which the wnieiit gave to the 
woman was early considered an immediate diabolical suggeation, 
(Wisdom ii. 24 ; John viii. 44 ; Itev. xii. !(.) 

In the more ancient Hebrew llveologj', the idea waa current that 
temptation (f^?, LXX. ■mpo^av) was an a«t of Ood himself who 
thus put his &\'otiritcs, as Abraharo (Oen. xxiL I), and tbo people 
of lanei (Exod. xri. 4, and elmiwhere), to tltc lost, or in just anfi;cr 
even instigated men to p>-niii-ioHS deeds. But as eoon as (he id«a 
of Satan was formed, tlic office of temptation was tniisfciTed to him, 
and withdrawn frpni Ciod, witli wIiom nbiiohitc gootlncJM il Began to 
be \iowed an iriconi^Mitiblc (James i. 13). Hence il is Satati, wl»o 
by his importunity obtains the divine pcnniitsion to put Job to tlie 
severest trial Uirough suffering; hence Davids cnlpalile iiroject of 
numbering the people, which in the weond hook of Samuel was 
traced to the anger of God, is in the I»ler chronicks (1 Citron, jciut. : 
1) put direirtly to the account of t lie devil; and evi-n i he well-meant 
temptation ikilh which, according to (ieiie.si^ God visited .\bniliani, 
in reijuiriiip from him the sacrilici: of his son, was in tltc opinion of 
the later Jews, unilcrtakcn by God at llto instigation of Satan.* 
Nor was this enough — scenes were imagined in which the devil pci^ 
sonally eticounlernl Abraham on bis way lo the pincc of sacrifice, 
ami in which he templed llic people of Israel during the absence ct 
Jlows.t 

If llic most eminent men of piety in Hebrew antiquity trerc thus 
tempted, in tlie carhcr view, by God. in the later one, by Satan, 
what was mote natural tlian to suppose that tlie Messiah, the Head 
of all ihc nghleous, the representative and cluimpion of God's people, 
would be the priniary object of tlie o-isanlta of Satan ?J And wc find 
this actually recorded as a rabbinical opinion,} in tlt« material mode 

* S** Itiii pMMct* notud lijr Fsl.riciu La C-sd. pttoittisr. V. T. p. 39S., rmm 

t^ouara Iwikidria. t 71w nmi, |>. 3U6. A* Alinhani intnl dbI lo MnHic* hia mn io 

«badi«nD« Id Jthov*!*! vmirtvrtit /vn ^qfita^t la rii^ rt ttii raUefvw r^m ipm lal*M4/f^ 

jni M' Biwmrr nm mmun »(, oto.. ScbsiDMli, K. 4 1 {tji. WaMni tn Ice. Ualtk}! Cam 

Matti n aliMB adbmArK, (tint In-atLi jnrt 4in XL Som tata ndHa^ Ctm in4<m XL 

' US jMtflafiitttfia,raut gtfa— «, a turtotil mm <bm, Jirity ; M uf Uttrt, mtflMir 

' Httirt ■aryiHU nl II I* *Dnhr ef mouk lliM bar* aim 11m tanpuilsn talin flu* 

' ttur tht lapH at Wl itiva, t Tb'ua frilMtia, in Halt. f. ITS. Ub mj lilt* w •IriluBf, 

. p. m : QiiaJ H Tul^ri Jiiirmm tfim i tm mi, fin, M Sataam laUlifUmt Utttim nm- 

mSHm nmmi ••ait, trJ nM ^tda, MBia, m tt irt ituiirrl, H ipmm Jam Mrum afridk, ,Vnm 

f% nm is a J frrmfbtm HiuMfwm mnjor^m j ij^*ajiafa Aitntm im^trrtahe^ryinrt j*jrmumt 

StXaiut twm wiiaif, jineotufai Mfva (i^piu rmiiliit ad i^irta4tm iiihiv* 

Ji%ttr» eaaow sM. ( ScbWtgm, ^am, II. ti3t, uUaoa ftan nnl nafdlani jMitaWi^ 
UL S^ a fmagi at PtalklB r Ak Satam: Ikmiat, fnmilU wm ialon J/iwmn tt tjut 
XmamHtmtmt CW itfnl ik%»i .Vm> Ubmt wUnt adfrmt lim fxtrlaUm. Satmat 
f OHanair.- 5W«f, fvaa poMMloa iako. UafndU Ifraii Sim luv dittim pimwr- 
n«tw.J**Ma. /■*<■» (l«) A ■■mfrftrJaw juama/tjaam «aMani jKamfwiw JfttriafmM 
fuwiiltam. 11ii> pMHS* 14 l«a«l prnna IkU a Uraplalian of Ih* lltulsh DndcMalM bj 
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of rGf>icsEnUtion of I he later Judaiam, under the farm of a. bodily 
appearance and a persona] dialogue. 

If a place were deiiiaitded wlierc; Salan might probably under- 
take BOcli a teniplalioii of ilie Me.t.ti.tii, the wiliicmes,* wowh) pmtent 
itself from more ihjm one (jimrti^r. Not nnly bail it been fmiii Asaxel 
(Ijev. xvi. 8 — 10), and A^iunHleus (Tobit viii. 3), to the demons 
ejected by .Iciua (Matt. xti. '13), the fearfid dwelhn^jilaw. of the in- 
^iTinl powei-it: it wa» al.to the M:ene of tem)jtHi)on for flii^ jieople of 
liirapl, that Jilius Dei coliwtiviK* Added to tbi*, it was the habit 
of Jesus to rc.liiv to vohfnry phienK for iitill metlitalion and prayer 
{Malt. xiv. i;t; Mark i. .15"; Luke vj. 12; John vi. l!ij; to which 
after bU eoiiwcmtioii to tbf iiicsi>iiinic oflictr be wouM foci more lltao 
usually diypuM'cL It is hence poasible that, sis some tlicologiaiuf 
have suj^aed, a residence of Jcsu? in tlic wilderness oAcr Ids bap- 
tism (though not one of jircciBcly forty cLiya" duration) served as the 
htstoricAl foundation of our iiarvative: but even without tbia con- 
necting thread, botli tlic already noticed choice of place and that of 
time are to be explained by the consideration, that it seemed conso- 
nant with the deatiny of iJic Measiali Ibat, like a second llei-eulea, 
be should undergo sucb a trial on bis entrance into nialuix; ago and 
tlic messianic office. 

I^ut wtint hud the Mi^.'iiab to do in the wildeme^t j ? Tliat the 
Messiidi, tlie wcond Saviour, should like his typical i>re.de«CS»or, 
Moses, ou Klotmt Sinin, submit himself lo the holy tli.-cipline ot 
fasting, was iin idea the more inviting, liecause It fiirnt^Iied a suit- 
able introduction to the first temptation which pn'su|>po»cd extTemc 
hunger. The type of Moses and that of Klins (1 Kings xix. K.), 
dctcnnincd also Inc dumlton of this fast in the wildcnu-Ns, for tkcy 
too had fasted forty days ; moreover, the number forty was held sa- 
cred in Hebrew anticpiity.I jVLovc all, tbc forty ibiys of tbc temp- 
tation of JeauB seem, as Obhaiisen justly observes, u miniature ima^ 
of the forty yeara' trial in the wilderness, endured by tbc Israelitish 

Dile as n [>enKl emblem of tlie tbrtv day.i spent by the spies in the 
of Uiinann (Numb. xiv. 34), For, that in the temptations of 
Jesus there w.is ii special reference, to the teinpiaiion of liirael in the 
wilderness, is shown by the circumstance tliat all the pa.i?agc^ cited 
by Jesus in opposition to Satiin m-e drawn from the i-eeapitulatoiy 
description of the jounicyings of tlic Ismelites in l>ciit. vi. and viii. 
The apostle Taul too, 1 Ci>r. x. 6, CTmmcratcM a series of jmrtiailara 
from tlic bcha\-iour of tbc Isrnelitcj; in the wildernes!<, ivilh the oon- 
eequent jud^nents of God, and warns ChristiHii.t against fiimiliir 

thfl diivil, wH mil foteI((H to Ihi tlfdo of Jo»l»li Mvu. Ahhoiifih Iho lulliur otthv >l>orc 
qui>(jiiina fppriiAriita lliy dtiEimiiJ vf ^bUiii lo lllt^'u Irivn di.<iiUiLL, uilkcrK, tt tooQ a» the Lin- 
a^inition ^■a> oncv cxr1r"l, ■vuliIiI hv *'trr U> .-illihh hit i-iiiiipU'lHuiH 

■ UpuI. TilL :; (LXX.) till: p«cplf tirv thu" nrli!r.'ii«i.Li ; /ntiBiiiB^ irutav ri/v Uiv, l/V 
jja^ *> Ki-piot i Oiuc "on tiHiTi/ rtaaapatoortn /roj iv nji (|)ijf>v. toiu( """"op o' *»' "»■ 
puoj (jf, nai AujiTjifrfp rii (* fj unpiit ami. li ftifJLt]) tuf ivTo'Mn' airoi', i oi: i 7.ii!g]Mt, 
in (inl.lprt's n. iIm-.>1, Jooni.. fi, S. i'UI. ■llK-ik>. *iir UK-iTf. J.. J '-'A ; Sm W-lMciu. S. 
216 ; l>e Wvllo, Kriiik >li-r Rina, liiwli>>'lila, S l>tU; tUc Mine In Uauli'* uid Cr*iu*r'( 
StudlcD, H, & £IS ; V. VMvo. Uonnie, S. C« f. 
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OODdnct, pi'oncnmdng, t. 6 and 11, the pnmalimcnts inflicted oa the 
andents to be lypca tor the admonition of the living, hla colcmpo- 
ntriea, oii whom liic endi of tAa vaorid were come ; ic^avfoiVt lie 
adds, kl Aim (Aat thinketh he ataiideth taie hetd lest he falL It 
is not probable iliat this waa n>crely the private opinion of the 
apoalle — tt ^ems rather lo have been u current notion that the hard 
tri^il.t of tlic {leople led by Motes, u well as of Mom;» individually, 
vri-re lypcx of those whicli nwnil^ the fullower.t of ihe Klen^iali in 
tlie catiiKlroplie which \». wiu to tu^hvr in, and siiU iiiorv eiiipliali- 
cidlj- ilu; M<-i>9iah hiiiii<df^ who here a])pva» ns tiic nntilytw of the 
pcopir, gloiioualy overcoming nil Uic temptations under wtiidi tlx^ 
hud fiillcn. 

The l»Tse1itcs were principally tempted by hunger during tlicir 
wandering in tltc wilderness ;' hence tltc tii-st temptation of ihe Mes- 
siah was dctcniiincd bcforcJiand. The rabbins, loo, amooc the ra^ 
rious tcinptaiioiis of .Vbraham which cliey recount, gcncndfy re<Aon 
Iiungcr.t That Satan, when prompting Jeans to seek tcUef from 
his Lunger by an exertion of bis own ivill instead of awaiting !c in 
laith from God, should make use of the Icims g^ven in ourKvan- 
gelists, cannot be matter of sonnise if we consider, not only thtt 
the wilderness was stony, but that to produce a thing from stones 
was a proverbial expression, denolitig Ihe Bup|i]y of an object alto- 
gether wanting (Matt. iiL D; Luke xix. 40.), and tliat atone and 
bread formed a common contrast (Alatt. vii. !>). The rcjJy of Jeaus 
to thin iEUggc«tioii i» in tlie *anie train of ideas on whidi tltc entire 
liryt act of (emplation is con»lruGle<l ; for Iw (iHutea ihc lc«ion whieli, 
acfoniing lo Deuteronomy viii. 3, the |M.-oplv of Isruel lanlily l«ime<l 
from the temptation of hunger (a temptation, Itowcrer, under whicli 
they were not resigned, but were provoked to murmur): namely, 
that man eliall not live by bread alone, &e. 

But one temptation would not euihcc. Of Abraham the rabbins 
cmimeraled ten: but this number woa too large for a dramatic niir- 
rntivc like that in the tiOjjicU, and among lower numb^'i's tlie sacred 
three mmt Itavc the preference. Thrice auring his spiritual contest 
in Getliscnianc Jesus severed himself from hia disciples ^Jlatt. xxvL); 
thrice Petcv denied his Lord, and thrke Jesus Eubsct^uently qnc»- 
lioncd hia lovo (Jo)m xxi.). In that rabbinical passage which repre- 
sents Abialiam aa tempted by tlie devil in person, the patriarcli pni^ 
lies Ihice thruals from him ; in which parlicuLu-, as well as in the 
manner in which Old Testainenl texts ar« bandied by itie partieis 
the scene is aUiod lu Ihc evangelical un&t 



• DwL Till. 3 mT Momt m mI OyMxtvpffi. w, «. r. X 

t K. FaLckiun. Vsd. pMut^igr. V. T. p. Sg-B It 

t liriiiniii Nsnh., u in aaM ft. Tha otluqBv litl*«*n AlinllUB (Oil SsUd U Uim 
contlnufd : 

I. itata/uu I ^MMK IniMn M (Cmiii} ta taR n oyrv /ml t t'ice i i' mJ iii tt •wAVir— 
bbMB* trifft au nHa Ita—jitltm iiaiw adniuf •■■( it (_Ont fiiLicp (« inttaat) i 
firm (Mb. iv. 3— S. )f 
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Hic second louiplation (in Itjttlticv) vns not Oclcrmincd by its 
relation to Ilie prccccding ; heucc Us pn-Mntutioii scciiis nbnipt. an<l 
Ihc choice fortuilous or cupriciou*. Tiiis may be tnu; with respect 
to its foTTD, but ita substantial muuiin;; tit in close connection with 
the f<»ogoing tcmplatioii, sinci- it nl:'0 Iii»» ivt'crcnw to the conduct 
of tliQ Jewish people in tlic wiltk-nivi'i'. To thiim the warning was 
given in Deat. vi. 16. to tempt Gud no more rr they had tempted 
him at Mnssah ; a waiTiing whicli was rcitemted 1 Cor. x. 9. to the 
nienibcra of the new covenant, though inorc in allusion to Xuutb. 
XXL 4, To litis crying sin, theR-tore, ondeir which the ancient 
people of Clod liad fnllcn, nnist the Mewinh be incited, that by ivf 
sisliiig the incilcnionl he might conipcrmntc, as it were, for the trans- 
gression of the people. Now the conduct which was condennicd in 
ihcm AS a temptini/ of the Jjord^ iwntip^iy K^oi', wag occasioned 
by n dearth of water, and consisted in their niurniura at ibis depri- 
vation. Tills, to bilcr tradition, did not soeiii fully to correspond to 
the Icims: snmetljiiif; imire. suitable was sought for, and from thia 
point of view llieit? eouKI hiirilly 1j(! a more eligible choice than the 
one we actually find in our histcjry of the temptation, fur iiolliing can 
be more propc-rly called a Ic.inptitig of (jod than m audaciouit an ap- 
peal to his extraordinary succour, ox tliat HUf^.tled by i^atan in Iiim 
second teniptatioii. The n'aHon whv n leap from the ptnimde of 
the temple wait niimcd us an ex.impic of such prcl4unlpliI^n, \n put 
into tlie mouth of Snlan himself. 

It oecurrc<l to the originator of this feature in the nan-ntivc, (Jiat 
the passage Ps. xci. 1 1. was cnpable of pen'«p>ion into a motive tbtr 
a raali act. Jt \» there promised to one dwelling uuder the protec- 
tion of Jehovah, (a de«iciialion ander which the Messiah was pre- 
eniiiii^nily undcr»iooii,) ihnt atiffeU ehouid bear Aim tip in iJieir 
/laniljt, litt lit any lime fie s/tould doth hit foot irgoitiet a vfjyne. 
Hearing np in llicir luinds to prevent a fall, seemed to imply » 
pn-cipitaliou from some eminence, and this might induce the idea 
tiijtt the divinely-TTOtectcd Messiah might burl himself trom a. hct^t 
Willi impunity. But from what height ? There could be no hesita- 
tion on lliis ]>oint. To the pious man, and therefore to the head of 
aU the pioua, is appropriated, according to Ps. xv. 1 : xxiv. 3, tlie 
distinction of going up to Jehovali's holy hili, and standing within 
bis holy place: heiioe Uic pinnacle of the temple, in the prc«iunp- 

9. SMtoau jliHioiiriiiiDr (viu, t/>r« riM (Jolk iv. 6.]' 

3- iltiiirr, 'jiium nittrel Sitttni'iF, le itHtH pf^jjCprrv^ ntc Abrythamam eihi oAtnftrr, cJi/fe' ad 
Ulna; il uj mc crrbuoj /uritm ablalum Ml (T. IBL), uucfiri — prcu* fmuruiH rat pro klih 
tou$to {Gen. :ixil. 7-). ntm ttutr^n Jm/truni. 

Cm mp. Airaiaiit! Ilav *il jma itmjafiii, ml tliaii oisi am Iiijiitdir, jdJfj «• nun 
AataMMr. 

I >ni far fhnn nulintalnlnfi that [hl< nblinlcal piiujca *w thr nwdi'l uf our liltluiyaf 
CJw lampution; l>ul iljiot U i% [inpoHfUe to provcr, on tlic olh^r iddV| Ihat nuflk sat- 
nlivM wrn niily iiniuiiliini nf Ih-^ Ncv Tuumcnt unci, Ihu lupfioHd Iniltprndvnt iDT- 
autton of ■Wricw no uinilur >hu»> [lUiiilj' uiuuHh Uie aaie with wliitti tluT ipnaig oat of 
tboflivn ptFtuiH*. 
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tunufl mode of infenrnce ffappoacd, mtzht be regarded as the haght 
whence the ilejiaiah could precipitate bimsclf uuhQit. 

The thini temptation which Jc3ii3 underwent — to irorship the 
iIcvil~-Lt not npinront nmong the Icniplatious of God's ancient 
p<.-opi<>- Kul oiifi of llie mo«it fatAl 9oduclion» 1i^- wliii-h tlio Um^litcs 
werx; Ivil iLitniy in tho wildernCM wait tiiul (if iiloliitrv ; nnd ihc 
apostle PniJ iiddiiccA it M lulmoiiitoiy to CliriKliaiis. Not only is 
this sin dcrivod iinmvditttcJy from die devil in n pn«sa^ abora 

rAcd ;* but in Ihc Inter Jewish itleu, idolatry v.iut iiJcnticnl with 
worship of the dvvil (Bniuch iv. 7; 1 Cor. x. 20), How, ibon, 
could the worehip of Ihc devil be suggested to the Messiah in the 
form of a temptation t The notion ol the Mc<ainh as he who, being 
tlw; King of the Jewish people, was destined to be loivl of all other 
nationi<, niul thai of Satan as the ruler of the heathen worldf to be 
conquered by Ihe )Ic»iilali, wore Iiore combined. That dominion 
over the world whicli, in the clirUtianined imagiiution of llie [tcnod, 
the Jlc^i^iiih wa.>( to obtain by a long and painful )>truffl^e, vns 
oflTcrcd liiin an an ea.^y liai^in if lie would •.itily |uiy iMtan the 
tribateof woT»liip. This Icinptalion Jean.<4 mtH;t.s with tlic maxim 
inculcali'<l on tiie Israelites, IJcut. vi. IS, tliat (jod idoiic is to be 
worshi[>p<;d, iind tliuM gi^'Cs the aicmy a final dMiuissaL 

Uatllicw an<l Mark crown thdr huttory of the teinptatiOD with 
the af)pe«ntnc« of angel» lu Jesus, and their nrlreslung him with 
nouridimient iiAer h'n long fjist and tlie fatigues of temptation. Tliis 
incident was pretigiireil by a similar mlntslratioD to Elijah after his 
forty days' last, nnd was brought nearer lo the imagination by the 
circumatancc that the manna which appcRsod the hunger of the 
people in the wilderness was named, apro^ dvytXuv, ungid*' food. 
(Pa. Ixxviu. 25, LXX ; Wiadom xvi. 20)4 
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1 67. DIFtEKKNCE DETWKKS TItE STSOITICAL WIUTEKS ASD JOHN, 
AS TO THE CUSTOKARY SCENE OP THE MISl«niT OP JKSIW. 

AtxOBDiso to the aynoptieal writer*, Jc«uk, bom indeed at 
Bctlileliem in Jadea, but brouzht up aX Nazarctli in Galilee, only 
absented himself from Galilee during the itliort mtcrral between his 

• XeU I. t B«aabU,Chri*te1ciK. Jad««n«inJ«WBUUvS9e.iiM.l.urlSl Ftlu- 
•^ Oonini. in Ualik & 109 £ J Oampm «1lk lb* aboi* ir«lim«nt th* dolucljiim of 
SduDi■)^rTitmlHludUi(H<,■iglrM|Cl,BMMl— 3,u<l«rDeW«ll^*i». lUxl- 
baob. I,l.a4l C . 
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bajttiam and tl>e imprittnnmenl of tlm Biiptlst; immediately after 
wbidi, he mliiriied ihitlifir nnd bogaii liU miiiistrj-, tencliing, boiling, 
calling dLiciplos, so as (o tnivrriu all G.iUltw ; nsing ns the centre 
of h'w agency, Jiis jnrviong dwell in "-placci Xazurrth, alirrnalcly 
with CnpcjTiaiini, on the nort!i-wwt (ionlcr of the lake of Tilicrios 
(Mull. iv. 12 — 2.5, parall.), llUrkand Luke have mnny pai'ticulars 
concCTning tins ministry in Galilee which arc not ft>nnd in Matlhcw, 
ami thouc wluch tlicy have in common witli him are arranged in a 
different ordci; but as they all agree in the geographic^ circait 
nhich they asai^ to Jcsua, the acconnt of the tirat evaiigoliat may 
serve as the basis of our criticism. According to him the inridciil3 
narrated took place in fialileii, ami parlly in Cu|ir.riianiti down to 
viii. 18, whcK: .Ic-tLui criw.ic-t ihe Oalili-iui cea, but i* ^tcjirccly landed 
on the fiast fiiJe when he retwms ti> Ciipernaum. Here follows a 
series of flceii(;.t connected by nhort traiiHiiion«, such ux ^ntpdyav 
huWtv (ix. 9, 21), piutxing fnim t/teucn, r&re (v. 14.), then, ravra 
ai-rov J-oAoiJiTOf (v. 18), while, he ejuih- tfiete Ifnnge; expressions 
which can imply no imixirtant clian^e of plate, that is, of one i<rov- 
iHcc for another, which it is the liahit ot the writer to mark much 
more carefully. The passage, ix. 35, irKpf^yn' 6 'IjjaoOf Tof :t<S/^(f 
miffaf— ittilrfffKui' i-f Tdif awaytitym^ avriv. Is cndcntly.only a repeti- 
tion of iv. i3, and is therefore to he understood merely of excursions 
■in Galilee. The nieBsaOT of the Baptist (chap, xi,) is ul«o received I 
by Jesus in Galilee, at least such appears to be the opinion of the 
narrator, from liis pkcing in immediate connexion the complaints 
of Jesus against the tJalifein cities. When delivering the panible 
in chap. xiii. .fesus is by the sea, doubtless that of (lalilce, anil, as 
there la mention of his hou^e, oljtto (v. I.), probably in the ^-icinity 
of Cajjeniauni. Next, after having vlsiletl hU native city Xaziireth 
(xiii. .'5.1.) he jiasses over the sea (xiv. 13.), iti-.cording ti> Luke (ix. 
10.), into the country of Bcthsaida (Julias) ; whence, however, aftcT 
ihe miracle of Ihc loaves, he Hpcedily returns lo tiie western border 
xiv. 34.). Jesus tlicn procecas to Ihc northern extremity of PaU 
oatine, on the fixjntiers of Phoenicia (xv. 21.); soon, however,, rc- 
tomed 10 the sea of Galilee (v. 29), he takes ship lo Ihe eastern 
side, in the coast of Magdala (v. 31)), but again departs northward 
into the country of Cesai-ea I'iiilippi (xvi. lif.), in the vicinity of 
Lebanon, among the lower ridges of which is to be sonjriil the 
mount of the transfigui-ation (xvii. 1.). After journeying in GalUca 
for some time longer with hi» disciples (xvii. 22.), luid once morej 
visiting Caporniiutii (v. 24.). he leave* (ialiU-e (xix. 1) lo travel (aa 
it is most probably cxjdaincd*) through I't^nti into Judea. (a journev 
which, according' lo Luke ix. 52, he seem:* lo have made througti^ 
Samaria); xx. 17, he is on liia way lo Jwu«ilem; v. 2^, becomes' 
through Jericho; and xxi. 1, is in the neighbourhood of Jerusalem, 
which, v. 10, he enlcra. 

Thus, according to tlie synoptical writers, Je:iu», from hi* return 

• Fr{t»cl», p. C91. 
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ftftcr bting baptized by Jolin, to hi* fiiuil joamny to Jerusalem, 
never eoca beyond the limits of North I'aU'stine, but tnivcrws the 
countnes wmt and cuft of tbc (tslilean »v» nnd the np{)cr JonUn, 
in the dominions of Herod Anti^ms and Philip, vriliKnil touching on 
Samaria to the soiitK still less Judca, or the countiy uiiiler the im- 
laediatc adminiatration of the Romans. And tvitltin those limits, to 
be fltill more precisn, it ia the land west of the Jordan, and the 
sea of Tibcriaa, and therefore Cialilee, the prortnce of Aniipns, in 
which .Jesua ia especially active : only three short cxcutmoiis on the 
eastern border of the iwa, and two scarcely longer on the northern 
fronliera of the eouiitry, being rcoorJciL 

t^iie olliorwi.-'e i* tltc llieatro of the ministry of Je:sU3 marked 
out in tlie foiirili (jo«|)eL It is true that Iwre also ho goeii aAer his 
baptism by John into Oalilec, to tlic wedding at Cana (ii. I.), and 
from thvncv to C'i]>ernauin {v. 1 2) ; bnt In a tew <lay* the aj>projicb* 
ing pas«over calls him to Jcniwh-m (v. 13.). From Jenuuilem he 
proceeds into the country of Judi.ia (lii. 22,), and after nome limc 
exercising his ministry tjtcrc (Jv. 1.), he nMunis tlirough* Haniaria 
into Galilee {v. 43). Notliing is retwrled of his agency in lhi« prov- 
ince but a «'iigl« cure, and immediately on thin a new fpnst sum- 
mons him lo Jcrus-tlcm ^v. I.), where he i.^ riiprcsenleil as perform- 
ing a cure, being persecuted, and di-ltwritig loti" ilis«mrs«s, until he 
betakes himself (vi. I.) to the eastern shore of the sea of Tiberius, 
nnd from thence lo Capernaum (v. 17, <i9). He tlicn itinerates for 
Bomo time in Galilee (vii. 1), but again leax-cs it, on occasion of 
the ftast of tabernacles, for Jerusalem {v. 2, 10). To this ^-isit tlie 
evangelist refera many discourses anil ^-icixsitndes of Jeaoa {vii. 10; 
X. 21.). and nioreovcr connects with it (ho commencenient of his 
public miniairy at the feast of dedication, without noticing any in- 
termediate journey out of Jeniaalcni ami Judea (x. 2i.). AAcr this 
Josos again retires into the country of Pcroa, where ho bad first 
been witli tlie l)apti.it (x. 40.), and there remains until tltc death of 
Lazarus recallti him to llettiaiiy, near Jerusalem (xi. I.), whence be 
withdraws to I'^pliraim, in the tii^inity of tltc wilderness of Judea, 
until ihe approadi of the pnssover, which he visited as bis last 
(siu 1 ft). 

Thus, according to Jolm, Jesus u-as ]ire«eiit at liiur fea-Hts in Je- 
tusalem, before tlte final one : n-as bci>ide« once in Itethnny, and 
had been a<-livc fi>r u eonsidcniblc time in Judea and on lus journey 
thiongh 8;! Ill aria. 

W hy, it tniuil be asked, liavc tbc synoptical writers been nlcnt 

this freijuent prcsciiec of Jesus in Judea and Jcntsalem f AVhy 
have tliey n'luesentcd iltc matter, as if Jesus, before his last fatal 
jounicy to Jeruealcm, liad not ovcralcpped the limits of Galilee and 
iVrcay This diaciepancy bctwoen the sj'n'>ptieai writers and John 
was long ovcrlook<4 in the clinrch, and of late it bos been thoogbt 
feasible to deny its exi^ttejice. It luu been juiid, that Matthew, at 
the commencement, lays the scene in Galilee and Capernaum, and 
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puTBUPa liis iinrnitivc wiihout noticing «ny journey into .Imlwi until 
ihe Uat; but llmt we «re not Uanco. to cfmclutifi ttiJit JIaltlicw wiw 
Iinftc9unlnt(-il with tliit ffiirlicr niiiiixtry i>f Jfniw in Judcn, for ns witli 
tltis GVnng(.'list (lie local interest 'nt wiliortlinftlu to tliC effort at on 
appropruite nrrniigvincnt of Iiib evwit.<, many {nirciciilnrx in the for- 
mar port of liin history, wliich ho niirratcs without indicating any- 
place, mnr liavc htxn knoivn, tlioiigh not Btnled hy hini, to IiAvefl 
occurred m tlic varlioT joiimcya and rcsiilcneca in JuJcii.* But thi« 
alleged Bubonltiuition of IIk'. locnl interest in Mntllicw, n nothing 
tn<»« than a Kction of tlic h.-imionist, :,» Sclincckcn burger hint re- 
ecntly proved, t Matthew vcrj-carefiilly innrka (chap, iv.) the ho- 
ginning and (cluip. x'lx.) the end of the almost cxclufiivc re^itlenuQ ■ 
of JeauB in Galilee; alt the intervening narration must Ihereforc bo' 
regarded as belonging to that residence, unless the contrary bo ex- 
prciiod; and since tlic evangelist is on the alert to notice tnc short 
Cxcuraioua ol' iTesiia across tiic lake and into the north of Galilee, 
bt would hardly juias over in silence the more initxirtant, and aonio- 
limea prolonged ^iaita to Judea, had (hey been known or creilitcdl 
by hun. Thus much only is to be allowed, that Ikluithcw frei^uoRlly 
lu^leets (he more precise slalcmcnt of loealitieit, us tlio de^ignalion 
of llio apot or neighbourhood in which Je.ins laboured from lime to 
lime : but in liia more gcMieral biogrnpliicnl stalcniciils, suih sis ihu 
dedtgtvation of the territories and provinccit of I'nlerttine, wiihin tho 
boundnrie.s of wliich Jc«iu exercised hiK ministry, he is as accural 
OS nny oilier evangelist. 

lOxjiOsilODi must therefore accommodnlc thenisclvcs to ihe ai 
mission of a <Iiflerence between the synojitical wrilcra MiJ John,: 
and iho^e who think it incumbent on them to harmonize the Ooi 
]h;1s must lake care k-^t this dilferencc I)c found a contradiction; 
whicJt can only be ]nevciitcd hy deducing the diaa'cpancy, not from 
a disparity between the ideas of the cvangchsts as to the sphere of 
the ministr)' of Joaus, but from the difference of mental bias under 
which tiiyy severally wrote. Sonic suppose that Matthew, being a 
GalUcon, saw the most interest in Galilean occurrences, and hence 
contiiied his naiTative to them, though aware of the i^cney of Jesus 
at Jcniaalcm.S Bui what biographer, who Iiad hiniBcfi' occompaJiicd 
tuH hero into varioua provinccB, and beheld liU laboui's there, would 
confine his narration to what he had performed in hid (the biogra- 
phcr'a^ native provincct Suth provincial cxclusi^Tiie.is would surely 
be quite unexampled. Ilcnco others have preferred the sup^tosition 
tliat Matthew, writing at JeruBolem, purposely Bclei^ted lixim tho 
mass of discouracs and acliona of Jesus with ivhieh he was ac- 
quainted, those of which (Jalilee was tho llicalre, lH.'caiU)C they were 
ttie least known at Jcruaulom, and required narrating mure than 
nliat had happened witliiii Ihe hearing, and was fre^ili in ilic: meiuo- 

• OUwuHD, 14I<1. Camm., 1, S. 169 f. f SclmeckgDUorEvr, Dcltrtoc, S. S$ t.i Dliet 
ll«n Uraprunjc o, t. t. &. T 1. [ l>o IVcUa, Eluloltuac la dii* S. T. { US u. lUU. j I 
lai^ piitC' ITandb.. I, •, i4. 31). 
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tie* of ifs inhftbitanl!)." In opposition to this It lias tiecn already 
nmarkc'lit ilmt ihcxa U no proof of Slattliew'9 Gospel bcuig cn^xic- 
iully iiitiMKlcd for liic CIirUtiaii» of Judca and Jenisnlcii): that even 
assuming tliis, n rcr<:rcnoc to tlic cvcnlti ivhtcti tmd liagipcncd in tltc 
reader's own coanlry eon)<l not be Kupcrlluouft ; and tluit, lastly, the 
like limitation of liic n)ini»1ry of Jr«UH to Galilee by Mark and Luko 
cannot lie ibiia ncoonnlcd fur, since llicw fivangrliAl.t obviously did 
not write for Jiidcfi, (neither were thoy Oiililcaii!*, «o liuK, this objce- 
tion if) equally ^aliil against the lii'st c.Nplaiintion ;) and were not in 
BO eervile a relation to Ihlatlbvw as to have no access to independent 
information that might give tbcm a monj extended horizon. It ia 
curiouA enough that those two attempts to solve the contradiction 
betn'nen the Bjnioptical writers and Jolin, arc lIietnBclvea in ibe 
same predicament of mutual contradiction. For if Matthew baK 
been silent on Ibe incidents in Judca, according to one, on aceoiuit 
of his [noximity, according to tlie other, on account of his remote- 
ness, it follows that, lno contrary hygxitheite^ being ma<lB with 
equal eusc to explain the itantc fact, t>otIt urf alike inadequate 

No Buppowtion founded on tlie local i-cUtioiis of the writcn wrf- 
fictng to explain the difli-iviice in queslion, biglicr ground must be 
taken, in a coniiiderntion iif ibc spirit and tendency of the evangeli- 
cal writings. From this pwnt of viow tltc followitig proposition hn& 
been given : Tlic cause which determined tbc dlRerencc in the con- 
Icntii of the fourth Gospel and tliat of the synoptical ones, accounts 
al)to for their diveigrncy as to the limits they a.isign to the min> 
uitry of Joflua ; in other words, the disconntcs delivered by Jesus 
in jerunlem, and recorded by John, TCf|uircd for ibcir comprcbcn- 
sion a mon mature development of Christianity than that prcsciilcd 
in the lirat ajio.'tlolic period ; benco tbey were not retained in the 
primitive evangelical tmdilion, of which the synoptical writers wore 
llic organs, and wetc first K'-sIorcd to the church by John, who 
wrote wlicu Christ iaiiiiy was in a more advanced slagc.J lint nei- 
tbcr is this iitlempl at an expUnaiion satisfuctoiy, though it la Iqbb 
su])Crficial than the prci'cding. I'or how could the popidar and tlie 
esoteric in the teaching of Jewus he seimratcd with such nicety, 
that the fonncr »hould he contined to Galilee, and the hitter to Je- 
rusalem ((he luirsli discourse in the synsgoguo at Caperuuiun iilonc 
excepted VI It may be said : in JenuNdem he had a mon.- cnliglit- 
cned public around liim, and could be more readily undeivtood tiian 
in Galikc. But the Galileans could eearccly have int^tindcrstood 
Jesus more lamentably tiuin did the Jews from Hi-sl to lost, accord- 
ing to John's representation, and as in GaUlee be hn^l the most un- 
di»tuibcd communion with his diBciples, we should rather have con- 
jectured that hoTQ would be the scaie of hia more profound iotitruc- 



• Gurrikf, Btititev xiir EidIcIoui; in dw K. T^ Sl ^3 ; lliDlack, tiliuliHnntixkrU. 
8. SOS. t SchOH'lwnlHirEn, utier din Unpning ii. *. w., 8. 9. J Ktm, Qlwr ilvn Ur- 
(pniD^ di>4 Knng. MitUlU, lnil« Tulungrr ZcludutA, ltf3(,3IN Itcn.S. IDSlt Conlp. 
Ilui:, KiuL En du K. ]'.. ^. & 20S It. (3u Xare.) 
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lion. Birsiilcs. as 1I11.T syiioptioal WTilcra Iiavc given a plcnlifiil glean- 
ing of lucid an<] popiibr (lisccmf'ics fmm tiic final re.Hii]riice of Jcaus 
in Jcnisalcni, tlicrc is no p-oiinJ whatever for belicsing tlint Iiia ear- 
lier visits were devoid of sueli, and tliat liis coiivcvbc on tlieac ooea- 
aiona took throughout a higher tone. But even allowing tliut all 
ibe eariier di>icour»e» of Jesua in Jnden and Jeniitulcm wore bejond 
th« nngc of the Hr^t aiKiHlolie tntdition, tlixds were performed 
lh«re, »udi as the euro of lltp. man who had lintl an iiilirmity thirty- 
eight yeari, the conferring of sight on the mwn honi Mind, and the 
nihiing of I.nziiniK, which, from their iinjiosing rank among tlic evi- 
dcneM of Christianity, mu«l almost liavc necessitated tlic mention 
of those early visits of .Jctsun to Judca during wfiich they occurrctL 

Tiius it is impossible to explain why the sjTioplicid writers, if 
they Isncw of the earlier visits of Jeaus to .Icnisalcin, should not 
have mentioned ihcm, and it must he coneliidcd (hat if .Tolm be 
right, the (irsl throe e\-angolista knew notliiiig of an casoniial part ol 
the earlier ministry of Jcaus ; if, on the other hand, the latter bo 
rig^U, tbo author of the fourth tJospel, or of tlio tradition by whiuli 
ho was gntdcd, fahricaled a large )K)nion of what he liaii narmtcd 
concftming the ministry of Jesuis or at lesist assigned to it a faldc 
locality. 

On ■ closer cximiiiiation, however, the relation between John and 
tiic synopticid writer; is not simply sueJi, that. the latter might not 
know wluit the foi-mer reeorda, but such, thai they must have pro- 
ceeded from positively ojnio-iitc djita. For example, the synoptical 
writers, Mattncw c3[H!ciaily, as ofieii aa ,Icsus leaveafialilce. fiom 
tile time that ho takes up lii.i abode there after tho Baptist'a im- 
jirisonment, aeidom neglect to give a particular n^anon; sueh aa 
lliat he wiahed to eaeapc from tnc crowd by a paKang<! ucroas tlic 
ica(&latt. viii. 18), or that he. withdrew into the wilderiic».-< of Pereai 
toltVoid the snares of llrnxl (xiv. 1.1), or Ihitt he reliretl into tlie 
region of Tyre and Sidon on account of the offence Uikcn by ilie 
scribes at his prwiching (xv. 21.) : John, on the contrary, gfliicrally 
allcgvs a special reason why Jcsua leji\'es .Judca and retires into U&-' 
lilec. Not to contend lluit hia very lirst journey thither appears to 
be occasioned solely by the invitation to Cana, hia departure nraiin 
into Galilee aficr the lirst pasaover attended by him in his public 
cbanicler, ia expressly aceounted for by the ominous attoiuion which 
the increaaing number of hia diiiciplea had excited among ihePliari- 
acea (iv. 1 iY,). Hia retirement after the second fea.it al.io, into the 
country east of tbo Sea of Tiberias (vi. I.), must bo vietvcd in re- 
lation to tlic t^tynvv avrbp ol 'lovSalot dncKTtlvat (v. 18.), nince im- 
mediately after, the nvancclist assigns as n reason for the continu- 
ance of Jesus in Qatilee, the malignant designs of his enemies, wliich 
rendered his abode in Judea perilous to hia life ( vii. 1 .). Tlie inlei^ 
vol between tho Feast of Tabernacles and tlio rcast of the Dodica'- 
tioD flocnis to have been spent by Jcetts in tho capital,' nu unpro- 
* Tlialuek, Caiuin. uiin I^rau^ Juk p. '207. 
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pitious dmunfltanccs tompcUins liim to absent himself (x. 23.); on 
the other band his journey iuto Pcrca (x. 40.) aiid that into K[>hrain) 
(xL .'>4.) itrc presented as ef&cts of his peiaecation hy lite Jew*. 

Tliuii pn-ciaelv the same icUtion as tliat vht<;!i cxii(t:» 1>etwecn 
Hallhcw and Liixo, witli rcxpcct to iho original dwcUing-pliicc of 
tlte parents of Jesiut, is found l>clwecit tli« 1ir»l liircc cvangcJists 
nnd the fourth, with respect to the [irincipal thoatre of his nunistiT. 
As, in lliK forinvr iti»tuiio(^ Mnilliuw pir^uppuitcs Bctbtdioin to bo 
tlic origiiiil ]>lacc of abode, and Xnztirc-th thi^ ouo subsoqiUBtly 
adopted lliroughfortuitous circumstances, while Luke givoa the coii- 
btaiy representation ; so in the ktter, tiic ontin: siaicraent of the 
smoptical writcn turns on tlic idea tJutt, until his latt joumoTt Ga- 
lilee was the choacn lield of the laboura of Jesns, and tiiat he ouly 
left it oocasionally, from particular motives and for a nhort time ; 
while that of John, on the contrary, turns on tiii> i<up|><>-iitioii, tliat 
Jeios would have taught iioli^ly in Judea ami Jcni.«iilfm liad not 
imidence sontctimoii couiLidlod liiin to retire into the mora rcraoto 

INTOviuCCA.* 

Of these two npreseniiitioiis one only can he true Itefoie thej 
were ]>eTceived to be conlr.idi<;lory, llie narraii^-o of John w-.v iiKU>r- 
poraled with lliat of tiic svnO)iticul wrili;r:« ; itincc tlicy liiivo bwjn 
allowed to Ixs imicoiicileubli', tlie veniicl liiw jdways l»wn in litvour 
of the fourth evan^uli»t : and so prcvalviit is this custom, that cveii 
tlic author of the ProlKibilia does not u«c the dificrcncc to the dia- 
advanti^ of ibc Intier. !>•: Wotte numbers it among the objco- 
tiona to ibc autlK-ncieity of .Mnlthcw's Gospel, that it crronooiuly 
limits the inini^lry of Jesus to Galilcc.t and Schncckon burger has 
no mor« important ground of doubt to produce ag-jiiiat the apostolic 
oriffin of the tirst canonical (jospcl, than the nnac/jnaintance of its 
author witli the cxlra-Galilcaa laboora of Jcsus.t If this decision 
be well-founded, it miust rest on a careful consideration ol' tlie ques- 
lion, whlcli of the two incompatible narralivca Itos the greater cor- 
roboration from e.tlcntal sources, and liio more inlemaTveriiiinili- 
ludc? We have shown in tlie introduction iluit the exlemal evi- 
dence or testimony for tlie authenticity of titc fourth Gosjad and of 
the Bjnoptical one*, tliat of Matthew eai]^tically, is of about equal 
Taloc ; tiMt i», it determines nothing in ciilicr case, but leaves tlie 
decision to tW uitemal evident^. In relation to this the following 
question must be con.'^idcrxid : is it more probable tiuit, idtliuugh Jc- 
BOS was actual!}' oilvn in Judea and JciuaaUtm previous to Ins last 
journey, yet at the time nnd nlace whence the ajruoptical gospela 
arose, ail traces of the f.ict had oisappean^; or that, on the coutrary, 
although Jesua never cntcied Judea for the cxennso of lua public 
ministry bcforo his last journey thither, yet at the time and place 
of the oomposiiiou of the fourth (.ioapcl a indilion of social $ucb 
visits had been formed f 

•Comp. L4ckc m Mp^ S. M&, t I>*l/r>«HEIaLlad<wir,T.,f9JL ( 9c)">Nk*» 
bmgn, Ql«r Ara Vnpraa$ m. 1. 1, S. T-, Bcitrlc* a. n 1, 8. 98 X 
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The above critics seek to Bhowthat tlw first might bo the case," 
in tlic following miiiiiKT. The firat GobjicI, they say* anii more or 
less the two nitihllc- ones, contain the tradition ooncerning tho life 
of JcflOB as it was Ibrmwl iii Galilee, where t!ie iiiPinory of what Jo- 
8US <^il and a;iid in that province wowld be preserved with a nndiniL 
mrtiality, — wliile, of that [»art of hia life whioli vmt spent out of 
Galilee, only the most crilicnl incidcnLi, «iich ta his hinh. coitKticrn- 
tion, and Ciapccialiv his last jonrney, which issued in his death, would 
be retained; for the rCTnaimlcr, inctiiding his early jounit-ys to ibe 
varioua fcAata, being either anknown or lon^tten, so ihnt any frag- 
ments of information conecrning one or other of the prcvioas resi- 
dences of Joflus at Jerusalem would be referred to the last, no other 
beina known. 

But John himself, in whom oar tlicologiana rest all their confi- 
dence, expressly nicntions (iv. 4o) that at the first passover visited 
by JeAua aAer his haptisoi (and probably at otliors aUo) the Galileans 
were prtuienl, and apparently in great numbers, since as a i!onB&- 
quence of llicir having wilnesseu hi^ works in Jeni^ntetn, Jesos 
found a favourable rceeption in Galilee^ If we add to tiiin, that 
most of the di^wiples who accompanied Jesus in his c.irly jounieys 
to the feasts were Oalilmns (John iv. 22, ix. 2), it is inconceivable 
tliat tiding:^ of the ministry of Ji^sus at Jcnwidcni should not from 
tlie first reach Galilee. Once then*, could liinc extinguish tliem? 
Wo grant thai it la in *he nature of iraiblion to fuse and remodel 
its malcriala, and as the last journey of Joans to Jerusalem waa piw- 
einiiicnlly memorable, it micht absorb tho recollections of the pro- 
vioufl onea. But tradition Tiaa also another impulse, and it is its 
gtrongcdt; namely to glorify. It may uideed bo aiiid that to circum- 
scribe the early ministry of Jesua by the frontiers of (iaiilec would 
serve the purpose of glorifying that province, in which the synoiitieal 
tradition had its origin. But tho aim of ilic synoptical legeiia was 
not to glorify Galilee, on which it pronounces severe judgments;— 
Jesus is the object round which it would cast a halo, and his great- 
ness is pTO|K>rtion:itc to the sphere of his inllucncc. Ilenco, to show 
that from the beginning of his ministry ho mo^lc himself known 
beyond the Qalih-aii angtilus (erris, and that he often presented 
himself on the brilliant theatre of the capital, especially on occasions 
when it was crowded with spectators and hearers from all regions, 
was cnlialy according to the bent of tho legend. If. therefore, there 
had historically been but one journey of Jesus to Jerusalem, tradi- 
lioa might be tempted to create more by degrees, since it would 
argue — -how could ho great a light aa Josus have remained ao long 
under a btLshel, and not rather nave early and often plated liimselt' 
on tho lofty stand which .(erusalem presented? Dpponentit, too, 
might object, like the unbelieving brethren of Jesus, (John vli. I). 4,) 
lliat he who is conacious of the power to perform something truly 

* eicliii>rk'n1nir)[i'r, Britrlff* S. SOT. Cnnip. GiMi-r't Trislln on tho Kciurrsctiun 
ot Ijiunit, 111 his Juumi) tOi uunlMeoo ihioL Litoratur, 3, S. 
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great, <!oes not co»c«nl liinwi-lt", but *wks [lalilicity, in orKt tliat 
h\» capntiilili(« may be nxuj^iM^l; niiii to Uwxe op\>onQnt» Jt wils 
tboti};)it llio bc»t aiuurvr to uliovr tlint Je^mit iictuully iliil neck such 
publidt}', nixl Kuly ol>UiiwHl rvopgnttioii tn lui cxluiidvd sphere. 
Out of tills n.']irp.mMitatioi) would easily grow the idea whicli lies ut 
tlic fountLalion ol' the fourth Go^id, titat not GaliUsc, but Jadca, 
WBB the pr(M>er rcj>idviK:c of Jesu^ 

Thu«,^-lcwcd iVum thepointof thc[)0»sib!cfbnnationof xlc^nd, 
the balance incliucs in favour of the spioptica] writers. But is the 
result the staao wlicn we ascend to the reLations and designs of Jo- 
Bus, and from thig point of riow inquire, if it be more proliablc tJiut 
Jesus visited Jeruaalcni onco only or Bcverai times during liis pub- 
, lie lifot 

TIte allcsed dilficully, that llio various journeys to the fca.ils offer 
the pnttcipal moans of accounting for the intellecttud ctcvch>umcnt 
of Jesus, is easily removed. For those jountcys alone would not 
suffice to exjilain the mental )>Tc^iiiinence of Jcaus, and as the main 
stress must still be placed on his internal gifts, we cannot pronounce 
whetlier lo a mind like his, even CiaUlco niij^it not present enough 
aliment for their maturing: besides, an adh^nce lo the synoptical 
writem would only ubllgc us lo renounce those journeys to tiie feajils 
which Jesus took after bia public appearance, so tluit Ite might niiii 
liave been present at many feast* previous lo his inei(»anic canwr, 
witltout a:»uniing a conapicuoua character, it luix btvn Iteld ineon- 
oetvablc that Jesus, so long after his aiiMiiiiiplion of the tnexsinnic 
character, ^liould conRne himself to (Jahk-c instc.vl of taking his 
stand in Ju<len oikI t'enigaloin, which, from the liiglicr culture and 
more extensive foreign intercourse of their ))opulation, were a mucb 
more suitable ttcM for liis laboora; but it hoa bocn long remarked, 
on the other Itnnd, that Jesus could find easier access to the simple 
and energetic minds of Gahlcc, Ic&s lettered by pricstcrafV and Phar- 
isaism, and therefore acted judiciously in obiaiiiiii" a tlrni footing 
there by a ]>rotractcd ministry, before he vculurcu to JcruBalcm, 
where, in the centre of priestly and Fhari«aic domination, he must 
expect stronger opposition. 

There is a graver difficulty in the e^-noptical statement, coisid- 
ered ill relation to the 3Iosaic law and Jewish custom. The law 
r^rously required that every Israelite sboold appear before Jehovah 
yearly at tlie tlirco jtrindpal teasts (Exod. xxiiL 14 SI), and the rev- 
erence of Jesus lor the Mosaic inatitutes (AlatL v. 17 IT.) renders it 
improbable tlial, during the whole course of his niinislrj-, he should 
have unilerliiken l«it one jotmiey of observance." Tiic Gospel of 
}lutllK-w, liowever, be our judgment wliat it may as to the date and 
ptacc uf its oonipositiun, did certainly ftrisc in a comnmiiity of Jew- 
ish Christians, who well ktKW wluit tlw law jircscTibctl lo the devout 
Israelite, antl must therelorc he awnrv of the contradiction to the law 
in which the praelico of Jesus was involved, when, duiii^ a public 
• H^ EU. Id du X. I., S, & 3tOL 
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ministry of several ycare" duration, only one nttctnlancc nt Jerusnlera 
was noticed, or (in case the synoplicfil writcre supposed but a Biiiglo 
year's ministry, of which we shall speak below) when lie waa repre- 
sented as neglecting two of the groat annual fcasla. If, then, n 
circle in close proxiiiitly to Jewiah usage found notlilng offensive in 
the oi)iiuon tliat Jcitia attended but one feast, may not tills authority 
remove all lieHitaliuti on the Rubject from our mindfll Besides, on 
a mora carcfiil weighing of Iht! hutloricul and gGogra]ihii.-al lelutloiiii, 
the question snggfSiB itself, whdhcr botwee-ii tJie distant, hulf (iciililo 
Qalilee, and Ji^rti^iiiicm, (he (s:eleitin!<ticiil lioiid wits ho cIoso th;tt iho 
ol)sor\'Kne« of all ilie fco»Jn could bo expected from a Uulileanf 
Kven according (o tlic fourth Uoitpcl, Je«iu omitted ade^iding one 
Passover tliat oecum'd in the pi'riml of his public career (Jolin vi. 4). 
There i», however, one point unfmuurablc lo the synoptical 
UTiterA, TImt Jesus in his Inst vi^it 10 Jenii>idem should, within 
the «hoTt duitcc of the fcASi day, Iinvc brouglit himself into such do- 
cidod hostility to the ruling party in (Jic capital, that they contrived 
hts arrest and death, is inexplicable, if wo reject the statement of 
John, tluit this hostility origiimted a/id was gradually aggravated 
during hia frequent previous visils.* If it bo rejoined, thai even in 
Galilean aynagogut-s there were stationary scribea and phaiiscea 
(Matt. ix. 'd. xii. 14), that mich as wore resident in liio capital often 
visited the provinces (Mall. xv. 1), and that thus there existed a 
hierarchical nexus by means of which a deadly cnniity agaiiijit Jciun 
might bo propogateil in Jcrusaleni, l»efore h; had evi*r publicly ap- 
peared tlicro; wo ihcn have precisely that eccJe^iaslical bond lictwi-en 
(lalilee and Jerusalem which renders improbable on the part of Jo- 
eun the iion-obacrvance of a ^erie« of feasts. Moreover the synop- 
tical writers have recorded an expression of Jesus which tells Btrongly 
naiinst ihoir own view. The words: Jerusalem^ Jermal^m — Avto 
OjUn woulfi Tfiave yal/iered thj children toyethef — andye xcould 
i\Ot, Iwvo no Ricanitig whatever in Luke, who puts them into the 
moDlh of J«:<iui before he had even seen Jcrusulcm during his public 
ministry (xiii. 34); and even from ihc better arraiigcmont of Matthew 
(xxiii. H7J it is not bo understood how Jesus, after a single residence 
of a few days in Jerusalem, could found his rcproaehc-H on iiiuttiph»l 
efforts to win over its inhabitants to his cause, ThU whole apoa- 
tropho of Jesus has so oriKinal n character, that it i-i dilltcwtt to b»>- 
lievc it incorrectly asaigncdto him ; licncc to explain ita existence, wo 
inustsupposcAHcnesofcarlicr residences in Jerusalem, suchas tliose 
rwxirdcd by tho fourtii e^-angelisl. There is only one rwource,— 
to pronounce the atatcnicnt of the sj-noptical writers unhistorical in 
the particular of limiting tlie decinive visit of Jesus to JenisKlcni to 
the tow days of the fi'a.4t, and to supjraso that ho made a more pro- 
tracted ainy in the capital.| 

It will Ih; sei^n fruin the foregoing discussion, whether, when so 
much is to l)C argued pro and cuntrn, iho unlie^utatiiig decision of 
■ Hug, Dt lupn, S. SI 1 t t Cwnpin WeiiK, lUa hvbdj;, GoichicliU I , S. SO (E 
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rtiiecnticiin fitvourof tIi«fouTtl)4-vangeliat'.4 sUteroeot la a just one. 
For onr own ptm, we «rc far fwm being oqiiall/ hasty in ooclaring 
for tiji; ]tyiio]>lii;jLl writers, «ncl mm eoiiicitt lo have Bubmittcd the 
actiuil stiite of tlic controversy, m lo the comi>aralivo meritei of John 
&i)d tliv )ivno[>tica] n-ritcTSi to lartlicr considcraiioii. 



I 58. TlIE UKSIDEKCE OF JESDS AT CAPBXVAlJlf. 

DuKlxfl the time xpcnt by Jesus in Jodva, iho cnpita) »ni its 

CDTiroflS recommended thcro^eKTii as the moal eligible theatre for 

his agency; a»d u-n might have i-otiJec1un?d that in like mannor 

wbcn in Oalitec, lie would have chosen hU nalivc city, Nazareth, aa 

the ceritK! of his Inliour:!. lnKtoitd of lliiii we find him, when not 

travelling, domcslicilcd at Capcniaum, n» already mentioned ; the 

[^noptical writers designate this place the Wto ir6A(c of Jmiw (MatL 

ix. 1, comp. Mark. ii. 1); livre, acconiing to tlicin, Wiw (lie w'<«f, 

whieh Jc.MW was aecustotncd to inhabit, (Mark it. I ; i:i. 20; Matt. 

,xiii. 1.3fi.)i.njl«hlythnt of P(l(T(SUrk i. 23; JIalt. viii. 14; xvil 

i 25 ; Liikc iv. H8). In the fourth tJosjwI, wliiiJi otily menltonit very 

[tTan.iient vi«t» of Jeswa lo Galilw. Cnpcninum !:« not given as his 

tdwelling-plitcc, and Cana is the place with which he is su[>[wscd to 

[have Ine most connection. Aivci his baptism he proceeds lirst to 

iCana, (ii. 1) on a special occasion, it is true: after this ho makes a 

[short :>t.-iy at Cnpcnmum (v. V2)i and on his rctnm horn his first 

I atlendiince at liic passorer, it is again Cana to which he resorts, and 

in which the fourth evangeliat inakea him cifccl a cnrc (iv. 4C tf.), 

according to the avnoptical imtcrs, performed at Capomauro, and 

after this wo tind Iiini once again in lite synagogue at Cai>CTnaum 

j(vi. 59). The modt eminent dt»ciple.s also, are said by the writer 

iff the fbuitb Qoapel, not, a» by |}i<? .tynoplieal wrilerji, to come from 

roaum, but pmiy from Oma (xxi. 2) and jjartly fiotn Betiv 

saitla (i. 46). The hitter place, even in the 3iyni>ptit;4l giwpet*, i.t 

mcnlioned, with Ctiorazin, as one in which Jciiu had been pre^mi- 

ncntlr active (Malt. xL 21 ; Luke x. l^. 

Why JcituK choiio Capemaaui as hii central residence in Galile«, 
Mark docit not attempt lo show, but condnots him thither without 
oonuuent after hii« ntuni into Galilee, and the callii^ of the two 
pairs of ti*henn«n (i. 21). Alattliew (i\-. 13 ff.) allt^ea as a motive, 
that an Old TcAlainent prophecy, (Inai. riii. 23 ; ix. I,) was thereby 
fiillillod ; a ilogmnlical motive, and therefore of no litstorical value 
Luke thinks Ive lias found the reason in a &ct. which is more worthy 
of notice. According to him, Jcsu« after his return from baptism 
does not immcdialcly lake up his residence in Capemanm. but makes 
an essay lo teach in Nazareth, and aficr its &ilure first turns to Cn^ 
pemanm. Thb evangelist tells ua in the roost graphic st^-lc, how 
Jesus presented himsdf at the synagoguo on the sabhath-thiy. and 
Expounded a [irophctic psssagc, so as to excite general admiration, 
but at the saine linie lo prarcuce malicious ledeclions on Iho narrow 
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circuni8tancc3 of liis familr. Jftftiiii, in reyAy, is made to refer the 
<liscoiit«iit of the NaKiircncs, ihitt lie [>f.rfonii«(l no mir.tcleit before 
UiC-m Hit lit Ciij)^!!!!!!!!, to llic conlciiiiit wlikb every jirojihi-l meets 
ivicli in li'K own country, iiiitl to tlirvxtcii llictn in Olil 'lV»l»Rii;nt 
lUluvion?, tliot llitj divine lJCn^^filJ^ wowlii Ix* withJntwn from ihnn 
nnd confijrTCil on ittrftn^ra. Exi«*perat«d by thi», tbcy IwhJ fiim to 
tlic brow of tlic iiill. intending to cuxt Iiim down : lii^ however, 
pusses unhurt through the midst of them (iv. 16 — 30), 

Both the otlicr synoptical writcis «rc acquainted with a viait (rf 
Jesus to Nazareth ; fml they transfer it to a raucli later period, when 
.Tesus had been long labouring in Galilee, and resident in Ciipcmaum 
platt. xiii. 54 ff. ; Mark vi. 1 ff.). To re^oneilc their narrative with 
that of liukc, it baa been customary to suppose tliat Jesus, notwith- 
standing Ilia firet rough reception, as described by Luke, wialied to 
make one more experiment (vbcthcr hia long absence and subso- 
quent fame might not have altered the opinion of the Nazaren«B — 
an opinion worthy of a petty town; but liie n.'.-tult was equally un- 
favourable.* Tlie two scene*, however, are too siiniiiir to bo pre- 
vented from mingling with eacli oilier. In boCli inslances the teadi* 
ing of Je«iii4 in tlic itynaj^ngiic. makes the same imprcidsioii on tltc 
Kaznreiie:!, — that of amaxcirif-nt at the wi«dom of the car]ienter'« 
•on (Luke only giving more <letjiib) ; in both instjinccs there i« a 
lack of Riirueles on the part of Ji-^us, the first two evangelists pr> 
sciituig more prominently its cause, namely, the unbelief of the Nax- 
aicnes. *ud the third dwelling more on its unfavourable effect; lastly, 
in both instances, Jeims delivers the maxim (the result of fus expe- 
rience), thai a prophet is the lca#t esteemed in liis own country; and 
to this Luke appends a more ample discourse, which itritnles the 
Nazarcnes to attempt an act of violence, unnoticed by the other 
c^iuigclisls. But the fact which most decisively shows that the two 
narratives caJinot exist in each other's presence, b tliat they both 
claim lo R-latc the first incident of the kind :t for in both, the Nas- 
arcnca express tlicir aalonistunent at the suddenly revealed intellect- 
ual gifts of ,feflUH, which they could not at once reconcile with his 
known condiiioii.} The first supposition tliat prctcnta itself ia, that 
the scene described by Luke preceded that of Matthew and Mark; 
but if BO, the Naxarenes could not ivonder a s^nxond time and in<[uirc, 
tehena hath tftis rnan this wiadotn f Rince ihtiy miutt liave had proof 
on lluit point on tlic jirstt occasion; if, on tlie contrary, we try to 
give tlio later dule to Luke's inddeni, it appears uuiiaiural, for tlic 
same reason that they sliould woniler nt (ii''. 'jrac'tDua imrdi which 
proceeded vut of his mout/i, neitiier could Jesus well say. This day 
U this *crij}ture fulfilled in your ears, witliout severely rdlecting 
on their former Insciisibility, winch had retanlcd that fultilment. 

These considerations have led tlie majority of moilern comiiien- 

* Panliu, fiRg, Daiidb. t, R, S. iOA. f Tlila S<:blol»mu:hcr hai nuda evident, aUr 
din t.uk», S, US. I Sufrnri, nljcr dm I.'n|)ruii|[ d« cnicn kaooniMlioii EvuigiUimuv 
8.69. 
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(stonn to Hift ApiniAit, tltat Luke and the oth«r srnoplica] cvaiigcliata 
liavc (n,-re given tlu> same history, merely differing in the datt, and 
rin ihc colouring of the fuels;* and the only (jueal ion among tliein in, 
which of tlw Iwo namitiyn-t deservct the pmerenco. With respect 
to the date, flint of L«kc mwin*, &t the first glance, to hare the aJ- 
vanta^ ; it gives Ihc de*ideral<:d motive for tlic cliange of rtRidciicc, 
and the uondcr of thv Xnxnrencs npuGan most natural on ilic hu{>- 
pofli^on that then he tirst ii8.-<timcil the function of a public l(--iic)>er; 
ocncc MatthcwiB divergency from Luke has been recnnily made a 
scnoua rcpi-oach to him. as a chronologtoil crror.t lint there is one 
pankular in all the three narralirei which is on obstacle to oar re- 
terrinfr the incident to ao caily a period. If Jcaus prcwatcd liim- 
»elf thus at Nazareth beforo he had made Capernaum the principal 
' theatre of hi* agency, the Nazarcnea could not utter ihc words ivliich 
f Jesos imputm to tneni in Luke : Jf/4aiMM:per vk hav^ A^ard done 
in Capernaum, do also here i» thy country ; nor could they, ac- 
cording to ^luithcw and Mark, bo a.4lonished at the mighty vorka 
viS Jemis.t for ili he ]>erfonncd few if any miracles at Nazareth, lliat 
iU(])re«Mori, nulliwillistanding its ptTplcxing cotmecliim with the 
oo^lo, Md wisdom, ntanifesied in lliat city, mu4t rcil-r to works {icr- 
formed elsewhere. It^ then, the Nazareiics wondei-ed ut the deeds 
; of Je«u* at Cajieniauni, or were jealous of the distinction conferred 
[or that city, Jcsos must have previously reitiijed there, and could 
[not Iiave proceeded thither for tlic ttryt time in consequence of tho 
I scene at Noxarelii. From thii, it is plain tliat the later chronologi- 
cal position of the narmliNe ta tltc origimil one, and that Luke, in 
placing it earlier, out of nivrc conjecture, was honest or carideas 
enough to retain the mention of the wonders at Capernaum, tboi^ 
only consistent with the later positioii.i If, with rcganl to tlie date 
of the incident, the advantage is thus on the side of .Matthew and 
Mark, we arc left in darkness as to the motive wliicb led Jesus to 
Alter his abode Irom Nazareth to Cftpemaum ; unless t}»e circum- 
stance tJiat some of his moat conlidential disciples had their borne 
tltcre, and the more extensive traJfic of llie place, may bo regarded 
as inducements to the mcasuTci. 

The fulhiesH and iiarlicularity of Luke's description of llie scene, 
contrasted with t))C auniinary style in which it 13 given by tlie other 
two evangelists, lias gencTaflr won for the former the pmiM of su- 
perior aecuncy.U Let u« look more closely, and wc sliall find that 
tlic greater particularity of Luke shows itself chiefly in this, that ho 
' i» itot sntisncJ with a merely general mention of tlic discourse do- 
liveied by Jesus in the synugognc, but cites the Old Testament 
passage on which he enlarge*), and the commencement of its appli- 
cation. The passage is from Isai. Ixi. 1, 2, where the prophet an- 

* OlthauHn. Ftitui'Iir, in Xac Hub, l.tUa Jou, | 02, StCtrl, nl Hjaa. 
t •'>i'S>it, 3l •ujiis. ; Willi iliiiHi, miflkj mrf* mn ow onlv lir modi dear mitm 
V* eoiiit (a ihr fhiiitrc <n> tho MitatlM. 

ISclilcivriuxiKr at Mpn,. S. Of. 
lUd. A. (at. 
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tiouncc^ llio retum from exile, with the exception of tlie words to 
tct at lilterttf tJtem that are bruiaed, AsioOTtlhu rfSpavajUvovt; iv 
d^ati, wbich juro fi-oin InaL Iviti. 6. To tlii« [kfuMncc Jc«U9 gives 
R inucsiniiic iiilcrprettttion, fiir he declares it to be hiltillcd liy his 
RpiiuirnnM. Why he nelected tlii* text front ninoiig all otlie-w Laa 
W-n viiiiinwly conjectured. It i» known tlinl iiiiiong tlic .fewa at 
a later period, iwruiii cxliactM from t1i« HionUi and the I'ropheta 
were statedly rvud on [xirlicular siibbnihs and feast diiys, luid it lian 
hence been euggcstt-d llint the nlio^'o passage was the ecleotioii m|>- 
poiiitcd loT the occasion in quetlion. It is true that the chapter 
Ironi iv'liich ihc wonls lifftwreiA** k. r. A. arc taken, used to bo read 
on the great day of aionenienl. and Bcngcl lias niudo the supposi- 
tion, that tlio scene wc aie considering occurred on that day, a nuiin 
pUUr of liis evangelical rhionolugy.* But if Jesiu had adiiored to 
ttio regular eourae of residing, hu would not merely lia\'c extracted 
froia the leason appointed l\>r iliis fk-jL->t a few stray word^, to insert 
tliein in a totally ili.icontK^L'tod piissa^i.'; and afli-r nil, it U impos- 
»ii)le to dcmonatnile that, so early as the. tinn- of Ji'!<U.i, there wnic 
prescribed it!a<lingM, even from the propheis.t If t'^'n Jc^lU was 
not thus circumstanliully dii-ectcd to the piucsuge cited, did he open 
uj>on it designedly or fortuitously? lllany tnuigine Idni lurningover 
the leaves until iic found the text which was in his mind :J but 01.*- 
liniisen ia right in saying that the words di'mrrv^af t6 ^tfJAIoi' cvpt 
Tuv Txnov do not imply tliat Iic found the jtaawage after iw,iri.'liing for 
it, but tliiil hcitligliled on it under tlK' guidance of llw 1)1 vine Spirit.! 
Tbi.s however, ii« but a poor contrivance, to hide the iiiiprol)abUtty, 
that J(-iim( lOiOuld fortuitou.ily 0[)Oii on a jtandage »o well adnpled to 
Acrvu a» a motto for hi.i fir^t nK'swiitnic enicr]inze, behind iiii a]j|ieal 
to ihc Si'irit, a» tieun lic nuicAitui. Jc^un ini^hl very likely liave 
quoted lliis 1i-.\l with n.'ferciice lo himself, and ihus it would raiuiin 
in the minds of the evangelists as a prophecy lUltilled in Jesus; 
Matthew would probably have introduced it ii] his own person with 
his uiiu.'d fomi, *!'« TTArjpi^g. and would have said that Jesus Itiid 
now begim his me.«mnic aniiiinci.ilion, Ki'ipvyfia, tliat the prophecy 
l.aai, Ixi. 1 61 might be fiillilk-d ; but Luke, who is le>s partial to 
this form, or the trudiiion whence he djow his luateriaU, jiuts the 
words into the nivulli of Jesus on Ins first mcsMianic appearance, 
very jiidicioualy, it is true, but, owing to ihc chances wliich it ia 
necoMaty to suppose, luss pruhably; so tlmt 1 am more inclined to 
be satislied with tlic indehnitc statement of Miillhew and Slark. 
The other point in which llic deseriplion of Luke merits the nrui^e 
of purlicularily, is his drauialic pictui'c of the tumultuui-y closing 
scene; but this scone perplexes even those wiio on the whole give 
the prefcrenco to his iiarnilive. It is not to be concealed that llic 
GXtrcnicly violent expulsion of Jesus by the NaicarenoB, seoins to 
have had no adequate provocation ;|| and we cannot, with Schlcicr> 

* Ordo Ifnipnniin, p. SW IT. nl. 3. t Paului. nl taprn. 1. B, S. (OT. [ Taulav ul 
•upr*. LlgliJuoI, honi, p, lili. { Uilil, Cuiuni. 1 , 1 7U. || Uah, Ijilicn Jviu. { (i^. 
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macher,* expunge titc notion llut die lilc of Jcsua was tluvatcncd, 
without imputing to tlic vrrilcr a febo odililioa of tli« words Wf rb 
MaraKpfififiaat ai-rbr (v. '^9.). and tliua mntcrially aflecting the CHS 
dibilily of Iii-t cnrlrR narration. But (he elill more nmurluiule cinuHe, 
Au^9iii' 6iA fUaov airCiv iTtopevero (y. 3U), is the main dif&cultjr. It 
is not to he ex^thiincd (at Icaiat not in accordance with llie evang^ 
list's view) M an cfTcct merely of tlic commanding ghtnue of Jesuif, 
u Uase 8up|i0-'>('t« ; an<t Olshau-icn i^ again right when ho eayt, tliat 
thecvungcliNt intended to signify that Jesus nis^d miharnicd througli 
the ni!d«t of hi.<i furioua ouL-niica, because Itis divine |>ow«r fettered 
their scnwcs an<l hnihs, because his hour wjm not yet come (Jolin 
viii. SO), and bocanse no man cotild lake his life from liim until hs 
himself hiid il down (John x. IB).t Here agitin wo hnvo a display 
of the glorifying leimeney of tradition, which loved to rcpras«tit 
Jesus as one delt-nd^l from iiia enemies, like Im ((.ten. xix. 11), or 
^sba (2 Kiiiga vi. Iti), by a lieavenly hand, or Witcr slill, by iho 
power of his onni superior nature; unless there be Hupposeol in this 
caw, as ill the two examples from the Ohl Tesiameni, a Ivmporary 
infliction of blindness, uii iUudere per ealujinom, tliv idea of whitji 
Tertulliiin rcprobntcs-J 'Ibiui in this instance also, the lesa im- 
posing account of the linit two evongvliitts is lo be preferred, namely 
that Jesus, imjjcded from further acriviiy by tItc unbelief of the 
Nazarcnc.s. voluntarily forsook liis ungratcfol paternal city. 

{. fi9. l>IVEBOKN'CIKS OFTilE EVANOIII.ISTS A9 TOTIIE CirtOSOLOOy 

OF TUB ur£ OF j»:sL's — r>iTiiATtuN or n\» public HiNisntr. 

Vs conaiilerutg the chronology of tlto public life of Jesus, we 
mut distinguish uic question of Us total duration, from tliat of the 
airangemeiit of its parlicuUr events. 

Not one of our cvangliala expremty IcUs us how long the noblic 
niiimlry of Jcitm laslou; but wlitle tlie synnptii-jil writers give us 
no clue to a deuiaion on the subject, wu lind in John certain data, 
which seciD lo wanant one. In the synoptical gospcLt tiu-ro is no 
ititimalion how long after the ba[>tisni of Jctits lii^ im[)rUonmvnt 
and death oceurrod ; nowhere arc raontlis and yoant distinguished ; 
and (hough it is once or twice said: ^9* v^V^if '^ or dvu (Matt. xvii. 
1 ; xxvi. ■!), these iaoUted Kxed jwhils funii'li uitwith no guidance 
in a K«ii of (5<rneral tinccTlainty. On the eonimry, the many jounieys 
to the ii^A!-i» by which the narrative of the f>>urih evangelist is di»* 
lingiiished from (hut of his predecessors, fumisltca us, so lo sjieak, 
with chronological almtnients, as for each apjKanuKe of Jesus, at 
one of these aniniiil tiuists, the I'nssovcr especially, Mti must, deduct- 
ing the (iri-t, reckon a full year of hia ministry. We have, in the 
fourth (josjicl, iil\er tlic bapiism of Jesus, and appan-ntly at a sliort 
interval (coinp, i, Si), 'Ab, 44 ; ii. 1, 12), a paasover alicndod by hun 

•UaUrilin I.uku, 5,03, f Uta^tn, 47V| c«Mp. 3, 1^314. ; Adv. ilnnlun, 

It. e. 
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(ji. 13). Itiit (he next feast vifitlccl by Jcsa» (r. 1.) which U indefi- 
nitely dcHignalecl a /isasi of tA^ JeieH, liim bccu tlic iwrpclual cnta 
of New TenlanieHt chronologistn. It i» only important in deter- 
mining tlie duration of tlic public lite of Ji>«as, on tlin itupjKwilion 
tliat it vox a piuMiovcr: for in x\iis case it woulil murk the clo«c of 
liis first year's niiniBlrj'. We grant (hat ^ ioprit tuv 'loi^obnv, tHB 
feast of the Jems, might very probably denote the pas^over, which 
was pre-eminent ainoug their institutions;* but it happena that tho 
best manuBcripta Itave in the present passage no artieloi, and withoat 
it, tJie above expression can only signify iiiueltnileJy one of the.Iew- 
i«h feawts, which llie author thought it imniaten»l to »[K:cify.t Thu3 
intrtiwically it nii'^ht inejiii either llw fea»l of Peiiteawt,t Puriin,S 
the Pii^ovcr,|] or any ollier;1[ but In it:* actual conTiectii.in it Lt evi- 
dently not intcndml by the narrator to imply the Passover, both 
bccauKC he would Iianlly Iiavc ghmeed thus slightly at the moat im- 

C' int of all the feasls, un<l beeuuse, vi. 4, there comes anotlier 
over, sa that on the supposition mc arc eoiitcsting, he would 
Jiavc paasod in oilencc over a whole year between v. 47, and ^X 1. 
For to give the wonb i\v Hi. i-i-yii^ rl -rrdaxa (vL 4), a rctroapeetivo 
meaning, Ls too artificial tin expedient of Pauhis, since, a^ ho him* 
self confesses,*" this phrase, clscwliere in John, is invariably tutcd 
with i-efcrence to the immediately approaching feast ^i. l.'i; vii. 2; 
xi. 55), and nutst trom its nature have a prospective meaning, un- 
less the context indicate the contrary. Thus not milil John vL 4, 
do we meet with the second passovcr, and to tliin it is not mentioned 
that Jesus resorted, tt Tlicn follow the feast of Tabcmaelca and that 
of the Dedication, and afterwards, xi. 55, xii. 1, the last passovcr 
visited by Jesua. According to our view of .John v. 1. and vi 4, 
therefore, wc obtain two years for the public niinisirv of .Tesus, be- 
sides the interval between Iiis baptism and the first Passover. The 
same result is found by thw<e who, witlt Paulus, bold tlic feast 
mentioned, v. 1, to be a passovcr, but vi. 4, only a retrospective 
allusion ; whereas the ancient Fathers of the Chuteh, reckoning a 
Keparatc passovcr to eacli of the passages in question, made out 
three ycjua. Meanwhile, by this calculation, we only get the mini- 
nniin duration of the public ministry of Jesus possible acconling to 
the fourth Oospel, for the writer nowhere intimates tliat he nas 
been punclilioii.i In naming every feaitt that fell within that roinis- 
Iry, including tliose not obscn-ed by Jesus, neither, unles:) wc re- 
gard it a» established that the miter wiu» the a|»ostlc .Tohn, have wc 
any guarantee tlml he knew the entire number. 

It may be urged in opposition to the eideulations, built on the 
rcprcacutations ot John, that the synoptical writers give wo reasons 

• Piuki, n.tfg. llanill). I, 11. 8. TSS f. t LOolu. ('.unim. mm Evmig, Joli. 2, 9, G. 
I DiBiKtl, ur<1.. t.imi.utuiii, p. 2111 f. j Hug, Elnl, in Ju» X. T. •-*, S. ■•"■a ff. | fknliu, 

Co luin Kv. Job. S. S70 I. Ex>K, Itun.Ui, 1 . B. "St tl. f Siliiiiiwrt™ uf Ibn lUirtteDt 

(.(liiiions »« aivcn by IIik, L. J. ^ 53 : ami Uy I-'ickc, t^min. lUin F.v. Ji.Ii., 'i, S. 2 ± 
•* lixog- tlaiidli. 1, B. 8l 786. It S" S"»". «*«"" •■''" ^""ilt ^' '«""«■ UwJi. ond 
diir Uricru Jurmnnia, S. S80l 
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for limiting the term of the jmtlic ministiy of Jesus to n sin^ 
year :" but itiis oUection rest* on a auppoailion borrowed from Jdm 
iiiniH'If, namely, that Jc«U3, Cialilcan though he was, loadc it a mio 
to attend cvciy Paasovcr: a sii^iposition, again, whkli ia overturned 
by the s.-iiiic writpr'a omi re^iTcscntatioii. According to him, Jesus 
left unobsened ilie possovcr int»iiion«d vL 4, for from vi. 1, where 
Jesus is on the east Hide of tiie Hfa of 'I'iliertufi, thratij^h vi. 17 and 
59, where lie gooa to Cajic^iattni, and vii. 1, where Ih; fn^ucnls 
Galilee, in onler to avoid tiic Jews, to vii. 2 and 10, where he pro- 
cec<U to Jeriualcm on oeciuiun of tlic Vviixt of Tubcrtiiiclc*, tiie 
Erang^ist's narrative is «> closfly consecutive tliat a jotimcy to the 
Paasover am iiowhiic be inserted. Out ot' tlic synoptical gospels, 
hv tlicinsvh'es, wc gather nothing as to the length of the public 
ministry of Jesus, iDr this representation admits of our assigning 
him eitlicT several years of activity, or only one: their restriction 
of Ilia inlcreoursc with Jerusalem to hia final journey being lhcs<Je 

Fjint in wlikh tticy control our eoncluj<iou. It is tme lluit several 
atbers of the C!iuivh,t as well as some herclici,} ajieak of the 
ministry of Jesus iia liaving lasted Ixit a. sjiu^ year; but tltat the 
source of tliia opinion waj ik>l tlie absence of early jmimeya to the 
fnista in tivc. synoptical goit{)cl«, but an entirely lortuilo»» a-titocia- 
tioti, we leani from lho:<C l-'alhcrs ihcmsidvc:*, for tlicy derive it from 
the pniphcltc piutsigc Isai. l.xi. 1 (. applied by J&ttu (Luke iv.) to 
hiinsclf. In this passage tlH're is mention o( tM actyplabU j/ear 
of tfie Lord, Iwavrif ^vfttw AtKjhq, which the prophet or, according 
to the evangelical interpretation, the Jlcssiah is sent to announce. 
Understanding this phrase in its strict chronological sense, they 
adopted from it the notion of a single messianic year, which was 
□lore easily reconcilrablc with the syiiotilieal gospels titan iiith that 
of Jolm, after tvlKii«e ttlateineiit tlic calndation of the church soon 
came to be regulated. 

In striking coiilnist uHth tins lowest com[>utation of time, is the 
tradition, aUo very uitrienl, that Jesus waa baptized in his thirtieth 
year, but ul (iut titiiv of his erucili.xion was not far from hiA fiftieth.} 
Itul lliis opinion is (X)U)dIy fuun<h'd on a miaunderfita tiding. The 
eUlert ic/io hmi convervalumt tcUfi John IA4 ducijtle 0/ tA« Jjord, 
m Asia^ trptOiiC-rtfKii ol *ari r^f 'Aaiav 'ludi-yfl r^ rov Kvplw fiO' 
0775 Afi^Jt^ATK^f,— .on whose testimony Iremms rclicjt when he 
sayg, tucA w t/ia tradition of John, mtf>a6tii^ifm tbvto Tai" *\uiv- 
ytiv, — had given no information fnrtlier than tliat Christ tat^ht, 
atatf.n aenivrem hahen*. That thin atn* senior was the age of trom 
forty to fifty j-ears is merely the inicrcnce of Itvjucux, founded on 
what the Jews allegu as an objection to llic diticoiinte of Jesus. Joha 
viii. &7 : Thou art not y<t fifly ytara M, a/ul hatt thou aeen 

• Wtatr, tiiU. ItHliiOrtrrhufti I.S-naO. f Clxn. Alex. Siromat. I. ^ 171 Wank, 
tL, 310 SylteX 1 Oti^ rin priiiripp. ir. A, emip. hiiiniL in l.ur. H^. t Im. idr. hm. 
L I, -V II. B.'i,3S, on ihs ValcnliDUn*. Cloa. bom. xiii. 111. f 1r*n. U. iilLSC Camp. 
Cndur, lUiil. ill .lu K. T. 1, & 1l\ 
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Abraham f latignitge wVicb accoiding to Ixcnieua could onljr be nA- 
dn>88ed to one, qui jam quadraguitft annoe GroMiW/, ^liinptage^ 
mum autem annum nondmn attigii. But tlic Jews tniglit vciy 
well ttaj- lo a man a little more (ban tblrty, that he ivks much Xqo 
yaaag to have iweii Abraban), since lie had not reached bis tiftictb 
year, whidi, in ibe Jewish idea, coinplelcd ihe Itmi of manhood." 

1'hiui we can obuin no jjreci^e infonnatioti from our Cios|>eIs as 
to bow long (he publit: labours of JcAUfl lasted; all we can gatlier 
U, that if wc follow tlic fourlh Oo-^pel we inuiil not reckon \tsa than 
two y«ir» ancl ROni«t!iin;; over, lliit the rcjiealcd journeys to itie 
futslK ou which ihiie aiWulittion i» founded, are themselves not e9> 
t«l>liMbcd bej'oiul tlouht. 

Opnosol to this minimum, we pntn u mnximuni, if we under* 
stand from Luke iil. 1 if. nnd 33, lh»t the luijiliMn of Jesus look 
jJacc in the lil^eLnith year of Tiberius, and add to this ihat his cnt- 
ciiixion occuTTed under the pvocuratorshi]) of Pontius Pilnte. For 
as Pilate was recalled tiorn hia post in the year of Tiberins's death, f 
and sa Tiberius reigned ratlicr more than seven years after the fif- 
teenth year of hia reign, t it follows lliai seven ycsu's arc the maxi- 
mum of the possible duration of the ministry of Jesus after hia bap- 
tism. But while one of these data, namely, that Jesus was crudlicd 
under Pilate, U well aite.tted, the other ia rendered suspicious by iia 
association witii a eiininologii^il error, so that iti tact we cannot 
achieve here even a proximate, KliU le^a an accurate solution of our 
question. 



%. 60. THE ATTEMPTS AT A C1I80K01J:)GIC.«, ARRANGEMENT OF THE 
I'ARTICHLAR EVENTS IS TIIE PL'BUi; LIFE OP JESt'S. 

Im attempting a chronological arrangement of the jurticidar events 
occurring in tbo interval bctwccii the baptism of Jesns and his cru- 
citixion, the peculiar relation of tiie Hynopttcitl writers to Jolm, ren- 
ders It neccnsary to give tbeni both x >iir|iarute and n cont|iarativc 
exam i nation. .\s lo tlie latter, if iti« result be a rttt-onciliation of tlic 
two accounl.s Ihc joiinieys to tiie feasts in John must fonn the jian- 
cls hetwCfM wliich tliu tnalcnids of the synoptical writers inu»l be 
so inscrtinl, ttiut between each pair of journeys tvilh the incidents at 
Jerusalem to whicti they gti%'c rise, would lull a jiortion of the Ga- 
lileiin history. For this incorpoiiition to be effected with any cer- 
tainty, two things would he essential ; lirst, a notice of the depart- 
ure t>f Ji-»ns from (ialilev by the lirst three evangelists, as often aa 
ibe fourth speaks of a residence in Jenisalem; anX secondly, on tlie 
part of John, an intimation, if not a narration, between his aecouuta 
of the several feasts, of tbo Galilean occurrences I'eprcaented by tlra 
syuoplical writers as an uninterrupted tiiiin. But we have seen 
that tbo 8,^iioplical writers fail in the rc<:juircd notice; while it is 

* l.i);ltcrnul and Ithtluiik in lur. f Joa*|ili. AuUq, xvHi. ir, *i. { SotfdiD TlWr. o 
IxxUL Juirph. Aniii). KviU, vi. 10, 
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nolOliOas tliat John, from tlte baptinn nf Jooiifl to the cIoi<iiig iicetie^ 
«f bis life, is onlv in Ino or throe iiivlnnc^it m cniiicidenco with ihv 
Otbcr f vangvIiHli>. Joim wiys (iii. 24) lluit whvii .Ti-siiit began liis 
miniatrk-. JvAn v\j* mtl t/ti ca«t into priton; SInlthew nuiken the 
n-tUTn of JpMia into GnliW aaliK«<]ut-nt to the impH^onmoiit of tin; 
Paptitt (iv. 12), hcnct- it luis bct-n inlvrTH (luit thut nstuni wns from 
itiv tirsl pasfiovcr, unci not troni the litipti^ni ;* but it U nndcniahle 
that Matlhcw phin-s tlw comuirnccnicnt of the puhlic ministry of 
Jcstis iu Galilee, am] j>rcsnppoM'B no earlier ministt^i' at the feast in 
Jenisalein. ao that tlic Iwo slalemeiil?, instead of dovTlailinc;, n^ has 
■been imagined, are oltogcther incompatible. The MXt, tut vciy 
duhioii.i point of eonlacl. oecura in (he healing of the nobleman's son, 
according to John iv. 4(i ft', or iho eeniurion a 6icr\'ant. according to 
Halt. viiL o S, iind I^ike vii. 1 tt\ which Jolm places (v. 47) iro- 
ntcdialciy after the return of Jestitt from his prolonged reaidcncc in 
Judea and Samaria, during and atier tlio lir«t pa.'lI<o^'«r. It wan to 
be cxgwcled. tJH'n, that ihc eorrojionding narration of the synoptical 
writCFit u-flidd be pnccded by oorne inlimalion of tlic lin>t jotimey 
made by Jl-kii.* to « foaxL Not ofdy is iiucb an iiitimxtioii want- 
iiiC — llien^ i.t not a niiiglc a[>^r1iinr t« lie found for tlic. iiiM-riion of 

,thi:i jouniey, xince, according to thv xynopiic*] 'umt4:R<, the ciirv in 
tgue^tioii was an imn^odtaic Mqud to tliv'Stimion on the Jtount, 
vrhich Matthew and Luke repn-Jtc^t as tlw culminatiiic pmut, of an 
■p{iarently uninicrru)>t<.-d couth* of teaching and miracles in Galilee. 
Thns neither at ibis jioint is ll»e chronolocy of (Ir- first tlircc cvan- 
gt-lists to be ckcd out by thai of titc fourtn, since they nowlR-ie prc- 
Kcnt u joint on to which the statements of the latter can be artiea- 
latod. Anotlier more decided coincidence between the two parties 
exists in tbc ssMciatcd narratlvea of the miracle of the loaves, and 
that of walking on tlic sea, John vi. 1 — 21, Malt. xiv. 14 — 3(> parolL, 
which .John phicca in tlie uitcrtal immodiatf ly preceding the second 
IMi880*«T, unviiijicd bv Jesujt; but he diflTers so cotnplelcly from the 
synoptical writers in bia itcoount of these tnirades, both in their in- 

I -Iroduction and t en ui nation, that either he or they must inevitably 
be wrong. For nhile, nc-cordiog to Matthew, Jesus retires fixxn 
Kazareih probably, at all events front some part of Galtlec, to the 
opposite side of the sea, wliere lie eflccis the mulliplicalion of the 
loaves : according to Joim he seD oat from Jerutudein. Fiirtlter, 
in tbc lirat two oospels Jesu9 proccieds after thr mtnele of thr loaves 
into a district where lie was Ins known, (both Mall. v. 36 and Mark 
V. 04 expressly stating tlial the people knew him,) whereas in Jolm 
be goes dirdctly to Uapemoum, with which of all places he was tlK 
most familiar. We know not here wlvelhcr to t«.\ the synoptical 
writers or John with n mistake: and lu nc cannot pronounce whether 
lie or ilM-y have pincod this incident too early or loo late, we are 
eqnally ignorant bow much of the synoptical nonativoa wc are to 
j>Uce beton:, and Itow much after, the second paasovcr, which Jolin 

* Culu{i, t'f I'lu, LdMO Jiwi, I, a., 114 t 
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nuikc* nearly coleiiin<irniy wifli tlie fccilJiig of tbe five lhoti£uiicL 
Here, however, Uic [luinis of conlact bctwt-cn thw cvniigclist and 
liii* iiri'iicwssors «rc at an cikI, until wc conic to the Inst journey of 
JiKU!* ; nn<I if tliey »rc loo uncertain to promise even a simple divis- 
ion of the synoptical materials by the two passovcrs, how can we 
hope, hy the Joumfva of Jesus lo ihcftaat of Mtf Jcvm, ^t^ tu*- 
'lau^aiw, to the Feast of Tabernacles, or to the Feast of Dedication, 
if tliat be a separate journey, to classify chrondogically the imintcr- 
rujXcd scries of ( jalilcan occurences in the firet three gospels 7 Never- 
theless this has bcni attempted by a succcaaion of uieolojpans down 
to the present limei, with an expcndituie of aciimen and erudition, 
worthy of a more fertile subject :* but unpit-judiccJ judsea have de- 
cided, that aa the narrativo of llie first three evangelist* has ac»rceiy 
any eleincntH that can give ci^liliidi! to xtich a claajiilicalion, not one 
of the harmonicf of l!i« ^spftri yet written has any elaim lo be con- 
sidered anything more than a (i.'«:<tie of Iii^iorical conjeclur(r-'<.t 

It Tonainit to estimate tiie chronological value of tlic ttynopticnl 
writers, apart fixjin John. They are «o fi-equ<-iitiy at variance with 
eacli.other in tliu order of events, and it is eo sddom that onu has 
all tlie probabilities on his side, that each of them may he convicted 
of iiiiiiicrous chronological en-ors, which must imderniinc our conli- 
dmcc in liis accuracy. It hns been maintained that, in the compo- 
iiilion of their books, they meditated no precise chronological ordeT,t 
uiid ihU is partially confinncd by their mode of numition. Through- 
out the interval between the Iwptism of Jcsiis and the history of the 
Pasoion, tlicir narratives resemble a colleclion of anecdotes, strung 
together mostly on a tJiread of nici-c analog and association of ideas. 
Hut thure is a distinction to be. made in rcfoFCnco to the above opin- 
ion. It is true that from the jnirport of their narratives, and the 
indccisivcncss and uniformity of tneir connecting phrases, we can 
detect their want of insight into the more accurate chronological re- 
lations of what they record; but that the authora flattered them- 
selves they were giving a chronological iiamition. is evident from 
those very connecting phfasea, wliicn, howi-ver indeciiiive, have al- 
most alwayA a chronological cliaruclcr, jiudi as woratWi'T* dn& tow 
ipov^, itafidyuv iKtWev, ravTa avrov AaAevirof, iv avr^ t^ iif^ip^, T&n, 
Kol Mod, &c.$ 

The incidents and discourm^ts detailed by John are, for tlic iiiost 
part, peculiar lo himself! he is thcRt'ore not liable to the same wn- 
trol in his chronology from indepi'tiileiit iiuthorv, as nix! the synoii- 
ticid writers from each other; neither is his nuimtion wanting in 
eonnoctedness and sequence. Ilcncc our decision on the merits of 
his chronological order is dependent on the answer to the following 

* Sim vhiiih^hIIji tlic Idiuun uf t'aului tii tli>' ('hrunuluglivl /^.'Brnu of hia Cuiiiiiitu- 
t«ry ind lii» rxrf^ticil Tklinijal ; »r Hti);, iii tlic KiiiL t, N. T, 'J. h--, -Hit ft.; and ollim, 
gi»tn by Wlnot in lji< bibl. KMlwoili'riHJrIi 1,8.(1*17. f Winst, ui mp,; miiiii, Kiiwr, 
UUiMlts 'niPologlF. 1 S, UI>1. Aiim ^ illo AlibindluOK blxirdit TcricliMciWD tLbckiicliUid 
M. ■. t:., In Ikriliutdl'* lirlt. JouniBl, S, S. 139. ; uUhuiucD I, S. £( IT. f ScbiMekM 
liuT)pr'* UuilrAgv, S. !M ft. 
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Juestioo ; la tlic development nnd progress of tlic cause ftn<l pUn of 
eaoB, as given hy the fourth evangelist, cndible in itiwlf ukI on 
cORiparison with Avnilublc data, drnn-n frcim tht' oilier OospcU? The 
•dutioD to lliis ci^ucstioD im involved in the eucix-eding inqturj. 



CHAPTER IV. 



JESUS AS THE HBSSIAH.* 



S 61. JESC8, TltK mx OP MAK. 

Iir treating of the relation in which Jcsua conceived himself 
to ftand to th« messianic idea, wo can disiinguinh his dicta 
concealing his own jxrsoa from those oonoeming llie work be 
had undertaken. 

Tlie apppJIalion which Jcsua commonly givea himself in t]>e 
gospels is, tAg Son of man, 6 vih^ nni di'^/iuTnov. The exactly cor- 
tTP|iondiiig Hebrew ejipret>Aioii Vyf~,^ is in the Old Testament a 
frequent designation of man in gencml, an<l thus wc might bo in- 
duced to understand it In llw moutli of Jesus, This interpretation 
would Eoit some pacsagos ; for example. Matt. xii. 8, where Jenu 
nys : TAe Son of man it hrd also rf U*e SaMaiA day, Kvpto^ yS^ 
btrt yov oafilidTov 6 rfftf rov at'Opu-nn; — words which will fitly 
enough take a genetal meaning, such as Orotius affixes to thtm, 
nantcly, that man is lead of the Sabbath, especially if we compare 
Mark (ii. 27), who intioducea them by the proposition, TA^ Saloa(A 
teas m/uJe far man^ and not man for tJ!e StiMatA^ t& o^fiParov did 
t6v dvGptimf tyhtro, oirx A dt-Sfn-mof 4id vh od^JaTov. But in llie 
majority of casca, the phrase in question is evidently used as a 
Hpccial des^nation. Tnus, Matt. viiL 20. a senbc volontecra lo 
become a disciple of Josus, and is adtnottudied to count the cost in 
the worda. TAe Son of man hatA not ttAere to lay his hnul, 
b v(of mi iti9(>b»ww ova f^". i^O* ''^ a^aXffv aAiiij: Iktc some 
particular man must be inlendod, nay, the particular ntuii into whos« 
companionship the scribe wiaJied to enter, that b, Jcmix himself 
As a leason tor tlic Mlf-application of tliis tcnn by Jcjiuh, it lias 
been suggested that he used the ihird pctaon after ilie oriental 
manner, to avoid the I.\ But for a speaker lo use the third person 

• All Uut TfUka M Uw Um or llw Un>i«k 4i «ftriB|;. itjina. and riil^ *«•■•, ^ 
Ivn MiiUf<l. dikI racmil for Ifca kUlcej* of ib* P— !«. } Pnlui, uig. Ilia Ik t, C 
5. IKS i OiUKlH, In Much. p. 3S0. 
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ill irfirrtTic*' to Iiim^i-If, is oiilr iiilmlssibli-i if lie wmiW !» andast<DOcl« 
wl«-ii llic lU-signiilinti Iw <.'in]»loys is precise, anil inu{)pIicAl)]e tO anjr 
ollwr person prcwtit, oa wImti k fiitht-r or a king ««» fiis Aiipropriale 
tillv of liiniftclf : or wlHin, if tlic dvsignntion be not [irvciae, its rcU- 
tioii if miidc doar hy a tlcmonstratirc pronoun, which liniitition i* 
eminently indispensable il' an individual speak of Iiimself under lite 
nniversul desienation man. Wc grant tliat occasionaHj- n gi'*Iure 
might supply the plnce of the demonstrative pronoun; but t)mt Jrim4 
in e\cry instance of his using this iiabilual esprcaaion liad recoarw. 
lo Bomc visible explanatory sign, or that the cvangelisto would not, 
in that CMiac, have supplied its neoesaarj- absence from a written 
document by some deinonRtnilivo addition, is inconceivable. If 
both .Tesua and the evanj;elijsta held such an elucidation supcvfluoua, 
they muat Iwvc skwu in the exjirp-iMon itself the key to iis pieciso 
npplicaiion. Some are of opinion thut Jesus intended by it to point 
himself out s» the ideal intui— nmn in the noblcKl sense ot tlio 
woird;* but (his is a modem llieury, not an historical inference, for 
there is no trace of such an intcr]>retuliuii of tHe expression in the 
time of Jcaus,t and it wouht \»i more eusy to »)iow, as others bave 
ntlem^ited, tbnt the np)K'iliition, Son t>t'tiniTi, so frcpicntly used by 
Jesus, had reference to his lowly and des]>ised cuixbliou.t Apart 
however from the objection that tliis ncccplation «lso would require 
tlw ftddilion of the demonstrative pronoun, though it might be 
adapted to many passages, aA Matt. viii. 20, John l 51, there ora 
others, (sudi as i\lall. xviL 22, where Jesus, foretelling liis vic^ent 
death, designates himself 6 utiJc rvv dvOpunov,) which demand llie 
coninist of high dignity with an ignominious fate. So in MalL x. 
23. ilie ikssunancc given to tlio eommi^isioned discinka that before 
tlicy hud gone over tlie cities of Isntcl the Son of Man would eoiac, 
eouJd have no weight unless this expression denoted a person of 
importance; and that sueii was its signiticjuicc is proved by u coni- 

Knrison of Mall. xvL 2H, wiierc there is also a mention of an tfix^- 
■», a txnning of the Sun of man, but with the addition t"" "j li«- 
tiiXtia ttirob. As lliis addition can only refer to the messianic 
kingdom, the vJif rov diQpi-nuv must be the Messiah. 

How «o a()ji(UTnlly vague an ajipellation eajnc to be appropriated 
10 the Mi-ssialt, we gjiliier from SlalL xxvi. (i4 panilL, where the 
Son of Man Ls depicted iis coming in thfi ctniidg of heaven. TJiis 
is evidently an idlusion lo Dan. vii. 13 f. where after having treated 
of the fall o\' iJie four beasts, tlie writer says : / aaa> in the mi/fit 
visuMS, and ImAold, one like tfu Son of Man (dix fit, Ac vUc 
di-^sov. hXX.) «inMt iriM M« eloml« of Advert, and came to 
t/u Ancusnl of daye. And there toaa given him dominion, and 
yhri/, aiui a &in(fdom, thai all jfeojtUt nations tnd langwxg«» 
ahould eerve him: hiv dominion ia an everlaeting dominion. Tli« 
(ma beasts (v. 17 ff.) were symbolical of the four great empires, 

* Tliiiii unit llwdxr, KMoT «. ff. io ImniBnuDl S. 3SS. \ Ltidu, Cumm. tnm JiA. 
], & 807 C t •■ E- Craiiiu. 
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the IiLtt r>f vrtiir.1i was rlie ]kIiice<lotiian, willi iu oflT^lioot, Syria. 
Aficr tlii-ir liill, the kiiigilom was to be given in jicrju-taily to the 
Pcoplv of tiod, iJif. minU (^ Ut4 ^oet High: licncv, tic wito was 
to come wilL clowijf of heaven uould only be, cilber a pcreonilicatioi) 
of the tioly people,* or a ]«a<Icr <£ ttcavcnly origin uiHlcr whom they 
wci« to achieve llwir destined triumph, — in n word, ttw ^IcasJAb ; 
and ibis was the oustomary interpretation among titc Jrws.t Two 
things are prr<)icato<l of ttiis personage, — that lie was like the Son 
of Jlai). and tlial ttc came nitb tlic clouds of heaven : but \\\a former 

Iiarlicular ia his diHlinctive cbaracteriBlic, and imporie cither that 
to had not a eupctbuman form, that of an angel for iiuilanco, tliougti 
descending firom heaven, or else that the kingdom at>out to be ea- 
tabtlslved presented in its humanity a contrast to tlic inliumiinily of 
its predecessors, of wtiich ferocious beaata were the fitting cn)blcins.f 
At a later period, it is rnK-, the Jews rt^ided ttie eomiiij; with tlie 
cloads of heaven »;='? "j^'^ a* the more e.^-teiitial attribute of 
ttie Messialt, aikd Iien<.-e gave liini ttto name Atiani, after the Jewish 
taste of making a nieivly acce.isory circuuiiitance llie jiermatieiit 
epittict of a person or ttuns-^ If* then, ttie ex|iTi»:iiou h wh^ tow 
a»^x«ffDv necessarily lecalleu tlte atiovc pcutsage in Daniel, generally 
believed to relate to tbe Messiah, it is ini|>o»aible tliat Jesus could 
to often uite it, am) in connexion with declaraliofu evidently nM'er- 
ring 10 ilie Messiah, wilbout intending it aa the designaiiou of that 
pCTMnage. 

That by tbe cxpt«s»ion in inestton Jcsu» meant IiimseJf. without 
icliilion to the UM-Ajiaiiic dignity, is tens inobablc than tlic contrary 
!^u{']KK«ili»n, tiiiii lie mi^ht often mean the Mr^inli wltcn Ik niiokc 
of llic Son (if Mart, williont relation to his own pcraon. When, 
Slatt. X. 23, on tlic tirst mission of the twvlvc apostles to announce 
the kingdom of heaven, he comforts them under the prospect of 
their fnrurc jwrsccutiona by tlie aAsuranco that they would not kaos 
goo* over aU the cilu^ of frrofl bffore tAa coming of the Son 
of Man, we sliould ratlter. taking ttiia dcdwatJon alone, think of a 
third t-crspii, wliosc siKcdy messianic appearance Jesus was promis- 
ing, tlian of tbe speaker ^mself, seeing that he was akeady coroo, 
and it would not W antecedently dear how he could represent hia 
own coming n» one slill in anticipation. So aUo wlien Jesus (Matt, 
xiii, 37 111) interprets the Sower of the poiabUi to bo the Son of 
UiD, wl)0 at tlte end of tbe world will have a barvost and a tribunal, 
be might be supposed to refer to tbe Messiah as a third penon 
distinct from himselC This is equally the case, xvi. 27 C, wbcrc, 
to prove (be proposition -that Ibo loss of tlie souJ is not tn be com- 
pensated by the gain of ibe whole world, be ut^es the si)ecdy oouitiig 

* Abntan, •HlIST«nii>l.Bl«up. Cainin.samDHKS.3M. f Sdidupa, knn^ 
H. S. 63, I3i lltTmick. M luih 8l 313 t • Sc* tor At mm( ltii|w«unt nptulMi, Ul^ 
Tarnkk. ■« nip. V(S L f I'* <h* rMJir Lear !■ mind ih> AnliiutlDn »f DBrtTi ctG(7, 
a 8«ni. L IT C ai T^ ud Uw dtnoniiBuiuii of ibt M«nlah. ■• rr^. Had Scbltltf. 
■mAk (fjHiniJ lb» wrtBlT at Jtn bh ■ppdlitlTai. bm waiilil ml tu,\* tmUti ttn rtfifisn 
•TtMr ra* « WIW fasBfa la Duikl, a •««■«* Idu. (UlutekiL | UU. Asa.}. 



296 



TOB LIFE OF JG«.'& 



of the Son of Man. to ai3mimstpr rotribution. Lastly, in ilio con- 
nected dbcourws, BUlt. xxiv. xsv. paralL, many pai-ticiiUnt woalil 
be more easily conceived, if t!ic liof 'ov at4piinov viwM: rrapovoia 
Jesua describes y-'f-re understood to mean another thiii liiniKcIf. 

But this cx|>laRation is da from being a])]>licablei to the majorily 
of instances in wliieli Jeans uses tJiis expression. \^'llVIl Ims rejit©- 
scnts tlie Sun of Man, not as one still ti> t)e ex[>ect(Nl, liut hk one 
alrcaily conitt mid actually present, for cxatnplt;, in iMiiit, ;(viii, II, 
wbew! lie siiys: 'J'Aa Son of Man it Come to mve that which mit 
tmt; wlien Im jnatifics bis own nets by ibc iiutlionty with wliicli 
the Son of Man was invested, nx in Matt- ix. 6; when, Mark viiu 
31 ff. comp. Mntt. xv). 22, lie sfpniks of the approaching sufTcriugs 
and duitb of the Son of Mnn, so u to elicit from VcWr the exclnina- 
tion, m lit} lortu ooi -rot-To, thi$ tfiall not lie unto Ihee; in these and 
i<iniilar cases he can only, by the w(^f tov avOpuftav, have intended 
hinisclf. And even those passages, which, taken singly, we might 
have found capable of ap])Iieation to a messianic person, distinct 
from Jesus, lose this capability when conaidereJ in tneir entiro con- 
nexion. It ia possible, however, either that tlie writer may liavc 
misplaced ccrtnm exprcaaions, or that the ultiinatt'ly prevalent con- 
viction thai .Icsua was tfis Son of Man caused wliat was originally 
said mciely of the latter, to be viewed in immediate relation to tbo 
former. 

Thus besides the fact that Jesus on many occasions called liim- 
self the Son of Man, there retnitiiis tlic iKutstbilily that on many 
Others, he may liave designed another |>erson; and if 80, the latter 
would in llie older of linte naUirally [iroccJe tiie former. Whether 
this pijssiliility c.in be hciglilened lo a reality, mu«t depcnJ on tli« 
answer lo the following question: T» there, in the period of the life 
of JvKus, from which all tiia reconlml declarations ore taken, any 
fnigment wliicli indii^atci that }ie had not yet concei^'ed himself to 
be the Messiah? 



S 62. now SOON' DID JI^US CONCi:tVK IIIUAKLF TO BE THE UBSStAI!, 
AND yiND BKCOGNITIOK AS SUCH FROM OTIIKIUI? 

Jesi'S Iield and csfiri'.ssed the conviction that he was the 3Ic»- 
aiah; this is an indisputable fuel. Not only did he, according lo 
the evangelists, rcwiv^ with fnlisfiw.-tion the confession of the dis- 
ciples that he vtax tlie Xptmlj (Matt. xvL 16 f.) and the salutation of 
the people, Jlosnnna to the Son of David (xxi. 15 i.)i not only did 
lie before a public tribunal ^Matt. xx\-\. 64, comp. Jolio xviii. 37,) 
as well aa to private individuals (John iv. "26, ix. 37. x. 25.) repeat- 
edly deelaiv himself to be the Messiah: but the fact that his disciples 
lifter his death Mievcd and proclaimed tliat he was the Mesaiah, is 
not to be eompi'ehended, unless, when living, he had implanted the 
conviction in their minds. 

To the more searching (pestion, how soon Jesus began to do- 
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ftlic ITciHiah and to Ite n^nnled xk mii'Ii liy ottirni, tho 
'aiojit iiiiaiiimoiudy reply, llmt lie sufsuimil llial chamc- 
tet from the time o( LU Ixkpltsin. All ol' llicrn itllnch to liiit baptism 
circuniNtniires whkli itimtt liavc convinced hiitiM-lC if yet uncertain, 
and nil otiiiMv who n'itncescd or crcdiK.'d tltcni, tlikt hi: waa no less 
than the ML-«sinh; John niAhcs Iiiit curliest disciples rcco^isc hia 
right to tlint dignity on their tir«t intvn-irn' (i. 42 It'.), and^lattltcw 
Bttribatcs to Iiim at the very Ix-ginning of his ministry, in the sermon 
on the mount, a represcnlalion of himself as tlic Judge of the world 
(vii. 31 R.) and thcn:fon; the Messiah. 

Nevertheless, on a closer cxamituition, there appears a rcouufcablc 
divergency on this subject between the synoptical statement and 
that of John. While, namely, in .lolin, Jc^ns remains throughout 
true to his assertion, and tlic disciples and Itis foUowers auK>ng the 
populace to their conviction, that bo is the Messiah; in (he synopti- 
cal gospels there is a vacillation discernible — llic previously expns«ed 
pcrauasion on the part of the dUciples and people that Je»u.4 was 
the Jilcssiah, sometimes vanislics and ffve* ptoee to a much lower 
view of him, and even Jesus liiniaeJf becomes more reserved in lii^ 
decUralions. This is particularly striking when the synoptical slatc- 
ment is oompored vita that of John: but oven when tliey are sep*- 
lately considered, the result is the same. 

AecoTding to John (vL 16), after the ininiclc of the loaves the 
{leoplc were incliiM!d to conslitule Je«u» their (messianic) King; on 
the ooiitrar}-, according to the other tlirve emngrlists, cillier about 
the same time ([juke ix. 18 f.) or still later (Mult. svi. 13 t Slark 
viii. 27 £) the diM;inIcs could only rejmrt, on the opinions of the 

Eiple respecting ilicir master, that some said he was toe resusctlatcd 
ptist, sonic Klias, and others Jcrcuuah or one of the old prophets: 
in rcfcrciwo to iliat passage of Jolm, however, as aUo to the synopti- 
cal one, lilatt. siv. 3^, according to which, sonic time bclbrc Jesus 
elicited the above report of the pipular opinion, the jjcoplo who were 
with liim in the ship" wlicn he bad allayed the slomi, fell at his 
|ieet and worshipped luin as the Son of God, it may be oUser^cd 
• that when Jesus liad spoken or acted with peculiar imprcssivcncss, 
individuals, in the exultation of the mon>cnt, might be penetrated 
with a conviction that he was the Measiali, while tlic general «nd 
calm voice of the people yet pronounced him to be merely a jirophet. 
Dot there is a more troublesome divergency rclatite to the di»> 
ciples. In John, Andrew, atlor hia first iuiervlcw with Josiu, saya 
10 his brother, tee hac€ found £A« JfetnaA, tipfyiofuv -rhv Hamtav 
(L 42); and I'hilip descrines him to Natbanacl as the person fon^told 
by Moms aiul the prophets (v. 46); Natlinnacl salutes liim as tho 
Son of (iud and King of I^rat'l (v. 5(1); and tho subsequent confes- 
sion of IVti-r apjKOars merely a renewed avowal of what bad been 
long a, lamiliar truth. In the synoptical evangelists it is only after 

* Tlat IW •uacMhn •( fa> P^ rioiv lactsda dmcb iLu thaiiKljtw, Tid. riilmhi 
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prdongcd inlcrcoiirao with Jesiis, and Ahortly before hl» suflirings, 
tliat tli« ardent Prtcr airirea at the ooncliiition that Jisias b tlM 
XfU^To^, it itiof n»5 Otov rov yiiTOf (Slatt. xvi. Ifl, piirnll.). It U 
impo»tMt>le that tliui oonfiMKioTi utmulil innkn ko strong an imprcseioa 
on Jemu titat, in roiii<cqucri<M: o( it, he sliould iironoancr Peter 
lilcMcd, and ht» coiifc-^»ioii the fruit nf immediate nivinc nvrlation, 
u Matthew narrates; or that, as all th« three cvaiimliata inform ua, 
{xvi. 30, riii. 30, ix. 21,) he sliould, as if aliirmcd, forbid the dia- 
ciplca to promulgate their coiinetion, nulc«s it nrprescntcd not an 
opinion lone cherished in thi.- circle of his disriple^ but a new light, 
which had just llasfaod on the mind of Feler, and through Hni was 
coinmuuitalcd to his associates. 

There is a tliird c(]ually serious discrepancy^ relative to the dec- 
laiations of Jesus concerning his MrBeialisoip. According to John, 
be sanctions l}ie homage vrltich Xathanael rendci's to liim as tlic 
Son of (iod and Kiiig of Israel, in the very commencement of his 
public career, and immediately proceeds (o speak of hiui^i^If under 
tJic niesaianic title, Son of Man (L •>! f.): to the SaiiKirilans also 
after his tirst visit to the {laanover (iv. So, 39 ff.), and to the Jcwa 
on tlie second (v. 4(i), he niake.t himself known as the Me^ilah pt^ 
dieted hy Moec*. Ac<-ftrdin^ to the svnoplic^ wriler.<, on the coa- 
Irary, he prohibii.-s in the instance above cited and iit many others, 
the dissemination of the dwlrlno of his MessialL.sliij>, beyond tlic 
circle of hi« ttdlieTents. Farther, when he asks his dijteiples, Wfiom 
do nu-n my i/uit I amf (Mall. xvi. 15) heiwems (o wish" that tlicy 
should derive their conviction of his ?kIes.5ia)iNhip from liis discourses 
and actions, aud wlien he aa-rihcs the avowed fiiiih of Peti.-r (o a 
revelation from bis beavLMiIy Father, he excludes the possibility of 
his having himself previously made this disclosure to liis disciplca, 
cither in the manner described by John, or in the more indirect one 
attributed to him by Matthew in the Sennon on the tlount; ankaa 
we suppose that the disciples had not hitherto believed his assurance, 
and that hence Je»iut referred the new-bom faith of Peter to divine 
influence. 

Thuv, on t?ie point under diitcusvion the synoptical stalement i$ 

* ThcM U • dlffltulty Involved ia lh< Ibrm Ot thr i|ni'»iioa, pat \sy J««i« U hi* dl^ 
<{pk*: rllUk^ycfviien aXXr^faum iJi-aiT^ vllm rtii> iivSpJttov; \.r. nhst opinion have the 
- pMpk uT n*> the MuaUU? 1'ltlt, whi-n Tomjund wlih ilic Mqut'l. mjii* ■ pn>Tn*Ure 
itiirloMini t bum cxponlun have inrluualy cmlnavuiirvil lo cxjiUin unay ill |iriiiii\ fudi 
niTAiiinj;. Sdidv («, ^ Btsft) unElfnL^iut ihv nuliorUinntL- ctat^h^ iiui m a iti^-UmiJud <if 
J»iifl cDnnvning hiitowii prrvm, hul Uh d rlmu^r lLin^tii[iuii or Oin (^Uiflition - l\ir nhiitii ilo 
Ihs pNple Ukp meF for ikm Mrtnuh? Itiii ib<* woald ba ■ Imlinjc qUFitimi, which, « 
FrLIXKhe wtll obHn-». nulil Intllntu in tusrriJHn for lbs niBHiank litlo. net clwwhrrc 
ili»<niiljn In Ji*iii. (Uiiirn. UitKrore, (m I'aulu* uul Fnluvhr.} clvi? Ihe iipriailiia 
Dii)( r. a. 1 ipniiTiil •iKnllli'Hlaun, suil InterpHI Ihs qu«lion (hot : Whum <1o mun u; (hal 
I, ttw iDdlridoal adrinMiiiit yiiu, iin f Uul tbU tipluuthin hkt born ■ImaJjr nfuud b 
Cb« nirtgolag MoUon. IT, Uiid, wn rrjrot tliu opiniua th«t U)g m^ r. a. iiui uldidcM 
whidi tha eSUboBtii hilb at tbn iiTib>r «» apt to wncMl pnn in an iufvlivit'iuR am* 
nexiun, ■• Ktv. tutXtX-^UA to Dc Wtlls'a ricH. (exes- llindb. I. 1. 1*. %*• f.). nimtty, that 
llu itipnttitoD, i ludc r. a. vm Indcfd an appellatliiD of iho Sluaiali, but an indirect anm. 
Ml that it niiithi eiinvrj that inmuiiflK. *■ an allii-i»n lo IMdIvI, to Jmdi and thots atnady 
•nn of his uisniahiip, wbil* \a uUwi it nut uiecvlj' llio (quivilcnc oT, Mu M*n. 
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eontrailictorj. not only to tbat of Ji)hii, Init t>) ilit^lf: it uppcara 
tlierclorc ttiat it onght to be ttncondilioiudly sarrcntlcn^l U-Jurc that 
of Jolin, ivliich is consistent with it»<-1f, mid one of our vrilir^ )u« 

i'uAttr ivproiichcd it with deran^ng lite mrxuBnic economy in the 
fe of Jesus.* Bnt here again wo mas* not lose sight of our «>- 
proved canon, that in glorifying norralircs, auch as oar gcapeU, 
wliert various slatpmcnis arc conlrontcd. that is the least probable 
which l)e.*l suh.tcrvea the object of glorification. Now thU is iba 
case with .lolxti'K nlatemenl; according to which, trom the cooiraenoo- 
inenl (0 l)ie clooe of the public lifij of Jcaaa. his MejiKtaship ithiiics 
forth in iinelmi^ag splendour, while, acconlins lo the synoptical 
writers, it is liable to a Viutation in its light. But iltougli tliis cri- 
lerion of prolnabiiily is in favour of tiic lir.tt tliive e\-angielists, it is 
impo^iblc that the order in wliicli thi^y nmlce ignoraiiee and con- 
cealment follow on piniii dccl.irnlions and reeognilions of (he Sles- 
aiahship of Jesus can lie correct ; and we must suppose tlial they 
liave minted and confounded two separate periods of liie lite oif 
Jesus, in ttic latter of which alone he presented himself as the Mes- 
siah. Wc tind, in fuel, tluit the watchwoni of Jcsos on his tirst 
ap])carance diflcTcd not. even verbally, from that of John, who pro- 
teased merely lo be a forcmnner; it is the same Jtfpfnt, ^or ths 
kingdom of heavtn is ai hand (JIatt, iv. 17) with which John had 
roused the Jews (liL 2); and indkatca in neither the one nor the 
other ail assumption of the character of Sleasiah, with whose coming 
the kingdom of heaven was actually to comnieiicc, but merely thai 
of a leaelier wlto poitit.t to it a* yet fultu«.t 1 lencc tiic lntrj<t critic 
of the first gosnel jnsliy explains all those discotuwrs and actions 
therein uarmtetl, by which Jesus explicitly claims to be tlta Ko- 
siah, or, iu conscnnenee of which this dignity is attributed to him 
and accepted, if lucy occur before the maiiisfisftation of himself re- 
corded in John v„ or before llic account of the apostolic confession 
(Matt. xvi.). as offences of the writer against chronology or literal 
truth.{ Wc have only lo prcmiHi, tlint as chronological confusion 
prevails llirougbout, the position of this confession shortly belore 
the history of the Passion, in nowise obl^cs as to sojipose that it 
was 80 late before Jcsos was recognised as the Hossioh smomg his 
diaciplea, ainco Peter's avowal may have occurred in a much eai^ier 
period of their intercoutsc Tiiis, liowcrcr, is ineoiupreheiuiiblfr— 
that the aaine reproach should not attach even tnore strongly to iho 
fourth gospel than to tbo first, or to the synoptical writers in gen- 
craL r'or it is surely nmre pardonable that lite ftrsi three evange- 
lists should give ns the pre-mesaianic memoirs in llw wrong place, 
tJian that the fourth sitould not give tliem ul all ; nioie endurable 
in the f>.irnii-r, to mingle the two periods, than in the lattcT, quite to 
obliterate the eiiriier one 



• SchMekfalarpr, tAm dm Tnpnmc >. i. C S. » f. t TUa dMIwdeo oT i-a 
ptrtMli In tbt paMk lirs«r Jam t* ■l«>iud> bj FHuwIw, Cmhb. Is UaUk.S.3l3,fi3e. 
i»l Si>— (liraltpt IU HifL ; SftMiiiwitiau'i •* np. 9. XI. 



300 



TOE UPE OP JESUa. 



If then J<!sus (Ik] not lay claim to the Mcssinhship from the he- 
giiminjr of h!8 public carver, was this omission tbc result of oncer- 
lainly in tiii* own mind ; or had he from the first a ronviclton tliat 
Ik vms the SIv«sinli, but concealed it for certain reasons? In order 
to decide lliis question, a point already mentioned must be more 
carefully wcidiwL In the first tlireo cvangelisia, bat not so cxdu- 
sivcly that tnc founli lias nothing ainiilar, when Jcsua effects a 
miracle of healing he almost invai-iably forbids tlic person eured to 
pi-omulgate the event, in these or ftiniiUr words, opa fi^jiJeri (Jtoc; 
0. g. the leper, Afalt. viii. 4 ; )iarall. ; tiie blind men, Matt. ix. 30 ; 
a multitude of the healed, MatL x'u. I(i; the jutn^nls of the rc-jiuiici- 
talcd daaiecl, Mark v. 43 ; above all he enjoins silence on the de- 
inouiactt, Slark i. 'M. iii. 12.; and John v. 13, it ts said, after tlie 
core of ihe man at tlie pool of lli.-thesdii, J<isixji had convfi/ed Aim- 
self awai/, a muUitudt beiny in t/iatjilacc Thus also I»c forbade 
the three wliu were witli him on the mount of the Transfiguration, 
to jiublisk the scene they had wittK'»«ci], (iMatt. xviL 9); and after 
the confession of Peter, he charges the disciples to tcU no man the 
con\-iction it expressed (Luke ix. 21). This prohibition of Jesus 
could hardly, as moat commentators suppose," bo determined by 
various circumstantial motives, at one lime having relaiion to the 
disposition of the person Iiealcd, at another to (he humour of tbc 
people, at another to llic situation of Jesus : rather, as there is an 
essential similarity in the couditiona under which he lays this in- 
junction on the people, if wc tUsccrn a probable niolive for it on 
any occasion, we are waiTantcd in applying tiic iuinie motive to the re- 
maining cases. Tliis motive is scarcely any otlu^r than tiie desire that 
the belief that he iv-u.t the Messiah shouhl not. be (oo widely spread. 
When (Murk i. 3-1) Jcsiis would not allow the ejected demons to 
spenk became Ihvj kiiito him, wiicii he charged ihc multilndes 
that ihtxf shouid not make Aim known (Matt, xii, 16), ho evidently 
intended that the former should not proclaim him ui the ehiiraeter 
in which their more penetrative, demoniacal glance iiad viewed hint, 
nor the latter in that revealcU by the miraculous cure he had 
wrought on ihem — in short, they were not to betray Uicir know- 
ledge that he was the Messiah. .K» a reason for this wish on the 
part of Jesus, it lia« been alleged, on the strength of John vi. 15., 
that he sought to avoid awaktming the )Hjlilical idea of the ilcs- 
siah's king<Tom in the |>0[ndar mnid, with the disturbance which 
would be Its inevitable rc«ult.t This would \n: a valid reason; but 
tlie sjnioptiad writers represent the wish, partly as the efl'ect of hu- 
mility ;J Alailhcw, in connexion with a prohibition of the kind al- 
luded to, applying to Jesus a passage in IsaiaJi (xlii. I f.) where 
the servant ot God is said to be diaiinguishc<l by his silliness and 
unobtrusiveness : juully, and in a greater degree, as the effect of «i 

• Fritwche, in Mattli. p. 30!t. cnnp. lt.'>S. Olahaawn, S. Kit. t PriUutw, p. US. 
01<hsu»n, u( .op. t Tho oppwil* viow i« !«lit l>,v He- KrufiMnlljt, itho thinlu the pfO- 
tiiliilion wu iulvndwl te tUiuulaU tbc popuUr nifrrniru. 
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Rppnheiuion tliat the ^tpssiaK, at Irast such nn one as Jvsus, wonld 
he at onoe proBcribed hy the Jewish hierarchy. 

From all lliU it might appear that Jcsub was restrained merely 
by external iiiolived, from the open declaration of hia mcssiahship, 
and thxt Ilia own conviction of it existed from the first in cjiul 
strengtii ; but this concluaion cannot be maintained in the face of 
tljo consideration almve mentioned, that Janus began his career with 
the same aiinoiincement as the Ilaptiat, an announcement which can 
scarcely liave mora than one imjiorl — an exhortation to prepare for 
a comiii;; Mi^Miali. The moat iiatnral supposition a tliat Jesus, first 
the diseiple of the Baptiitt, and nf)erH-ard.t Iiis successor, in [wvach- 
ing refx-ntanoc and tl»e approach of tlic kiugilom of heaven, li»k 
origiimlly the same po'iticin as hi* former majplcr in relation to the 
mcMiniiic kingdom, not h withstanding the greater reJich and [ihenlity 
of his mind, and only gradually iiltaincd the elevation of thitiking- 
himiself tlic Jlcssiah, Tliia supposition explains in the simplest 
manner the mghibition wc hare been considering, espcetally ihnt 
annexed to ttio confession of Peter. For aa often as the thought 
that he might be the Sle^siah suggested itself to olhcrs, and was 
jiresentcd to Iiim from without, Jesus must have shrunk, as if ap- 
palled, to licai- confidently uttered that wiiich he scarcely ventured 
to sunnise, or which had but recently become clear to himself. As, 
however, the evangeliata often put euch prohibitions into the mouth 
of Jestu unseasonably, (witne.<is the occasion numtioned, Klatt. viii. 
■1, wiieii after a cure effected before a crowd of spectators, it was of 
little avail to enjoin socrccy on the cured,*) it is jirobabic tliat evan- 
gelical tmdition, cnamounNl of the mysteriousness that lay in Ihia 
incognito of JesuSit unhisloricully multiplied the instauces of ita 
adoption. 



S 63. iEsrs, tub ms of god. 

Ik Luko i. 35, we find the narrowest and most litcmt interpnv 
tation of the cxpreaswo, J* t^oc ^oO OtvO ; namely, as derived Irom 
his conception by means of the Holy GliosL On the contiury. the 
widest mor^ and metaphorical seitso is given to ttie expression in 
Malt. V. 45, wlterc thou who imitate the love of God towards his 
eitemies are called the MiiB of the Father in heaven. There is an 
intermediate sense which we may term the metaphysical, beeaoae 
wtiilc it includes more titan mere conformity of wiU, it is distinct 
from the notion of actual jiateniity, and implies a spiritual commu- 
nity of being. In this senge it is profusely employed and referred 
to in the foitrtlt g0!*i>el ; as wlieii Jc:«iis says tliat Ite apeaka and 
does nothing of himself, but only what tta a son ho bag learned from 
tlie Fatlter (v. 19 ; xii. 49, and elscwltcrc), who, utoreover, ia in him 
(xviL 31), and nothwithslandinc lus exaltation over him {xiv. 28), 
is yet one witli him (x. 30). Ihera is yet a fourth sense in which 



303 TUP. LIFE or JESCS. 

tlw expression is presented. When (Atatt. iv. 3) (Ivc ilevil duillcngos 
3ttu» to cliim<ro the ntone^ into lircnil, ntakiii}^ tiic !tii]>|)0^ition, JV 
thou be tlte Son o/ Oitil; when Nxthaiuu;! Kiys to Ji-su.*, Than art 
the Son of Ood, (M Kin^ "f Israd (Joba i. 49) ; wlien Peter con- 
fesses, Thon art the Chrint, the Son of tJie living Ood (Matt. x\\. 
16; conip. Jolin vi. 69); wW-n Murtlia tlius expre»<e:( her faith in 
Jesiui, / Mieve that thou art (he CArist, t/ie Son of God (Jolin xL 
27); when llie hieli priest adjurts Jesus to tell him if lie be the 
Cfu-'mt^ the Son of Go/l (Slatt. xxv'i. (W): it ia obvious tliat the <IcvU 
mejins nothing more tluin, If thou be the Jlessiali; nn<l tint in tbo 
odicr DOfisages the vib^ rot Oevu, united as it i* with Xpiorfcf and 
pamXevf. is out an appellation of the Messiali, 

In Ho«. xi. 1, Estod. iv, 22, the people of Israel, and in 2 fSain. 
vii. 14, Pa. ii. 7, (eomp. Ixxxix. 28) the khvj of t!iat people, are 
calkd iho Bon and the tirst-born of Ciod. The king^ (as also the 
people) of Israel had thU apjii-llalion, in virluu of l!ic love whidi 
.Jehovah hore them, and the lulel.nry cure which he exercised over 
them (2 Sam vii. 14); and from lh<^ second pd:ahn wt- gather ttifi 
fiirthcr reaaon, tlmt n* mrtliW kings choo« Ihftir sons to reign with 
or under tliem, so lh« Israeli linh king.* wens invested by Jdiovnh, 
ihe supremo niUn-, with the goveninieiil of his livouriti* ]in)vinoe- 
Thus iho dc-iigiialion wn« originallv npphcahle to every Nnielilisli 
king who ndhtrivil lo tlie principle of llm theocracy: but when tlie 
mesAtatiic iilisi w«s d«vclo|m(l, it was prc-euiinwitly nsgigiicil to Ihe 
file;«iilah, iLt the iH^st-bcloved 8on, and the mo^t powerful viut^renl 
of Ood on cartli.* 

If, then, sucli wiw the original hi^toricnl signification of the epi- 
tliel. Son of Oiiit, B* a|rplied to the !llesstah, we have to ask: u it 
jkossiblu thai. Jejins uicd it of himself in this signilication only, or 
did ho use it almi in eithtrr of the three senses prcviouslv adduced? 
nie narrowest, the merely physical import of tlic Icmi La not put 
into the mouth of Je^ua, but into that of the annunciating Angel, 
Luke L Zh ; nnd for this the cvangeUst slonc is re8pon<<iblc. In the 
intcmiL'dijite, met a physical sense, nnplving unity of essence and com- 
mmiity of existence with ftod, it niiglit poaaiblv have been under- 
stood by Jeijus, aujtposing him lo have remodelled in hia own con- 
ceptions the ilicocratic intu-pretation current among his comjialriola. 
It is tme that the aljumlant expressions liaving this tendency in the 
gospd of John, appear to contradict those of Jesus on an occasion 
recorded by the synoptical wriii-rs (.Mark x. 17 f ; Luke xviiL 18 f.). 
when to a disciple wlio accosts him uk Ofnxl M-ixter, he replies : 
Why calUvt thou me gootif there is none ijood lint one, that in 
God, Here Jesus so tenaciously maintain* the distinction between 
himself and (jod, that he renoinices the prcdieatc of (|»eH(>et) good- 
ness, and insists on its appropriation to God alonc.f Ohilmuaen 

* Coinp, llio ricrlltvt rr^Bliir nf Tnului on llif follou-ing question iii Oin Ktiil. isin 
IiBIkIi Jc9U. I, ■., Ss f. ( F.via \t t dilFi-rcnt nailjng l>c adopted («r (b« p«»lli'l |i«nici 
la Manbcu (i1k, IiS r), It iiiiiil nmain qiKuliuaaUu wlMlhn U* iMMiDMt dsKTr* th« 
prGTcteDCc M Uiat ot Uic two sllwr ivin^julkau. 
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supposes lliat tliia nnection reUted solely to the pftrtkolar circnm- 
staocos of til*! (lutciiuc addresited, who r^ardiDg Jesos aa a merely 
buRian tcxdKT, ttagtxt nol front [js point of v!ew to have given him 
ft (Uvinc opilhel, aiitl tlial it waa nol inlcnJod by Jesus as a dcninl 
that Uewasnccordiiigloajust ejtiimatc of hid character, acloally the 
liyaO^ in \r]ioni the one gooi) Itetng waa reflected as in a mirror; 
but this is to tak« for granted wliat U first to be j>ro\-cd, namely, 
that the declarations of >)e9>u» eoMoeming hiiuRcIf in tite fourth gp»- 
pd arc on a !«vcl as to credibility witii thow recorded by the aynop* 
tical writers. Two of ihcac writers eite some wordu of Jesim which 
have an important bcarin;; on our prcitent subject : All thtnijs are 
dtliv^red to ine of mi/ KatJiiir: and no man inotrefA the Son bvt 
Vie Failur : neither kaoact/i ant/ taoH tAe Fat/ter, but M« Son, and 
Ae to whomsoever ths Son iciU r«»eal Aim, ilatt. xi. S7. Taking 
this pa3.<U)gc in connexion with the oik before quoted, wc mttst inft^r 
ihat .leaiu had indeed an intimate communion of tiioaghl and will 
with Qod, but under such limilalion?. tliat the attribute of [lerfwl 
gOodaeM, as well a3 of absolute knowWgc (e. g. of the day and hour 
of tlie last day, Mark xiii. 32 paralL) Iwlongeu exclusively to God, 
and henoe llie boundary line between di\'inc and human wna atrietly 
IHCserved. Kven in the fourth gosjiel .lesas decUrci, 2fi/ FiUhtr 
it grtater than T, b wirfjp /ww itti^uv funi iorl, (xiv. 28), but this 
sli^it echo of tlic sjmoplical statement doca not remove the ditS- 
CuUy of conciliating tlw: nuntvrous discourses of n totally different 
(enor in the fonncr, with the rejection of tltc epithet dyaObf in tlic 
Intler. It is surprising, loo, that Jcsua in the fourth gospel appeira 
altoguther ignorant of the theocratic sense of the expreftsion fto^ rmi 
9toii, and ciin only vin<lieatc his use of it in the metaphysical sense, 
by retrcaliiig to its vague and nielapimrit-id application. When, 
namely, (.loim x. .'14 ff.) lo justify hl.-i aifLsuinption of this title, lie 
adduces the scriptural application of Um; term Otol to other men, 
such aa princes and inagiatrates, we arc at a loss lo andenttand why 
Jesua should rcaort to thi.i remote and precarious argument, when 
close at hand lay the far more eogciit one, that in tlw Old Testa- 
ment, a Iheocralic king of Israel, or acoording to llie cunlomaTy in- 

I lerprata^ion of tlio most striking paanges, tlw Messiah, is calleil the 
Son of Jehovali, and that therefore he, having declared himself to 

. be tlic Messiah (v. i^), misiit coitsi«teiitly claim tlds anpellation. 

With itwpcct to tlie light in which. Jesus waa vion-ocl as the S!on 
of God by oinen, we may n;mark that in the addresses of wcU-af- 
fcclod person.* the title tit often so associated as lo be obviously a 
mere synonym of X/xflr&f, and this ei-en in the fourtli gospel : while 
on tlie oilier lumd the contcnliooa 'tovilulw of thia gospel seem in 
their objections as ignorant as Jesus in his defence, of tl»o theo- 
cratic, and oidy notice tlic metaphysical -Jieaiiing of t)ie ex])res3ion. 
Ii is Inic that, even in the synoptic g^^ijwU, when Jesus anawers 
atliniuiiively tltc question whether 1< 1-. llic Christ, the Am of tliO 
living God (Matt. xxvL Uo par.), the high priest taxes him with l)ks- 
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phenijr; but he refers mewJy to what he: conflideni tlin uiiwamuibid 
4inrogalion of the theocratic dignity of thn Messiah, whereon in tite 
fourth gospel, when Jeaas lepreaenta himnirlf a.< tlic Son of God (v. 
17 f. X, 3U ft.) the Jews seek to kill liim fin- llie oxiircaa teasoii that 
he thereby makes hlniaclf luov tw Br-J). tmy evwi iairrbv fttftv. Ac- 
cording; to the s^FHiopriuil writui^ lh<; iiigU pricDt so uiifapsilalinelj 
considers the idea of thn Son of Ciod to [vrluiii to thnt of the Me*- 
sixh, that he a.x»ociates the livo titles n» if ihcy wen; iiilerchung«ibl«, 
in the (]iiejttioii lie ndiln^sKC^ to Jesus: on the coiilmry the Jtsvfn in 
the GoKpfl of JMiii regard liic one idea iw so far transcending llie 
other, llint, llii-y hstiPii jwiliciitly to tho dcdaritlion of Je^ii;« thiil he 
is tlic Mrsi^irth (x. 2.'>), liut n* soon tis he Ijcgins to chtm to he tjie 
Son of (.iod, l/u!^ liitx vp vtonea (o stone fiiin. In the synoptical 
gO«]wls the Tcpronch east on Jcsua is, that being a common man, Im 
gives liiniself out for lh« Messiah ; in tlic fourth gospel, thai being 
« mere wu/», he giw* himself out for a divine bcmg. Ilcncc 01»- 
hnusen and others ha%-c justly insisted that in those passages of the 
hiltcr gospel to which our remarka have reference, the vib; toi) (fe«) 
is not sjnionymous M-ith Messiah, but is a name lar tianscenduig the 
ordinaiy idea of the Messiah ;" they are not, however, warranted in 
concluding that therefore in tho first three evangelists aLint the sauio 
cxprcsi^ion iinjiorts more tlian tlie Measiali. For (he only logilimalc 
interpretation of the high priest's i^uestion in Matthew mnkev 6 vI5f 
Tov flrov a synonvin of o Xptflr&r, and tliough in the iJiirnHcl [uutsagc 
of Luke, the uiagcs first ask Ji-sus if he !« the Christ (xx. 67.)? 
nnd when lie iieclines a direct answer, — predicting tluit they will uo- 
liold the Son of Man si-alnd iil the riijht hand ot Ootl, — hastily in- 
Irrrupt him with the <piPstion, Art thO'i the Son of Oodf (v. iO)i 
yet, afl^T rw^i'-iving what thoy consiib-r nn affirmative answer, tbcy 
accuse liim Lefon? Pilate as one wjio pretends to be Christ, a king 
(xxiii. 2), thus elirarly showing that tSon of Man, Son of God, and 
jlcssiah, must have been regarded as interchangeable terms. It 
must ihciTfore be conceded tliat tlicrc is a discrepancy on this point 
between the synoptical writers and John, and perhaps alao on in- 
consistency of the latter with himself; for in several addresses to 
Jesus he retains the customary form, which aasociated Son of God 
with Christ or King of Iirrael, wiliiout being conscious of the dis- 
tinction between the signilication which vih^ t. 9. must have in such 
a connexion, and that in which he nsted it elsewhere — a want of pcr- 
oeplion tvhicli iiahiiual forms of expression are calculated to induce. 
We havo before cited example.i of this oversight iu the fourth evan- 
gelist {John L 4a. vi. *>y. xii 27). 

The autlior of the I'rubahilia reasonably coniiidcrs it suspicious 
that, in the fourth g0i>i)el, Jesus mid his op[ioncnts should appear 
«mirc]y ignorant of (he tlieocratic sense which is clsewhrrc nluched 
to tho expression b tlSf rov Otnv, and which must have been more 
familiar to the Jews than any other, unless we suppose some of 
" lUbL Comn. 2, S. ISO, 333. f OUUuwn al *u^ 1, S. lOS tC 
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them lo liaw piirljikcn of AlcxandrinTi culture. To sucli, we grant, 
U wdl as to Ox fourth cvnngelist, jmlgiiij; froui lii.^ ]>n>logue, tlie 
met«phj»icAl n-lstion of the Myof /wfio'cn^ to God would be tlic 
moiit cberishi.'^ a$»ocution. 



5 64 TUB DmSB MIRSION AVD AITTUOnmT OF JESUS — UIS PBK- 

EXlJJTE.Vfi;. 

TnR four cvangvlistA mk in ttni»on m to tltc <]m:Lirx(ion of Jesus 
COncwiiing his diviiu; mission uiid aulhoritr- Mke uvery itrc^hct, 
he i* wtit by God (M™iU x. 40. John v. 23 f. SB f.), acts itnd speaks 
by lUc nulhorilv, luid nniU-r llic inimcdiittc guidainje of (.Jod (John r. 
19 ff.), nnil cxcluMvcly jws>«s»C» an iidi.-niiale knowk'rljji; of God, 
which it is his otfiw. to icnioirt to men ()Utl. xi. 27. Jolin iii. 13). 
To him, as the Mc^siali, all ]H>wcr is ^vcn (Mxlt. xi. 27); first, over 
the kingdom which he is apjwintcd to found un<I to rule witli all its 
ntcmbm (John x. 2^. xviL Ij) ; next, over niiiiikiiid in general (John 
xrii. 2), and evrn i>xtvnud nalurt- (Matt, xxviii. IS); consi!']aently, 
should tlie inlcn-jtU of the mf-MMaiiic kingdom di-iiiand it, jiowcr to 
eiSict a. thoruugh tvvolulion in the wltole world. At tlie future rom- 
mencemCfil ofliiii reign, Jcius, w Uessiali, is aiithoriKcd to nwake 
tlie di»d (John r. 26.), and to sit a.i a judge, separating ttiose worthy 
to parinkc of the livaveuly kingdom from tlie unwortliy (Matt. xxv. 
31 ff. John r. 22. 29.); ollie&t wliieit Jewish opinion nttributccl to 
the Sfessiali,* and which Je.tu*, once convinced of lus iDcssiahsliip, 
would necessarily transfer lo hiiit.-<el(l 

The evangelists arc not e<[ually unanimous on another point. 
.\iX)onling to tliu synoptical writers, Jcsiis claims, it is trod the 
liigbcst human dignity, and the most exalted relation with God, for 
Ihc present an'l fulurr, Imt he never refers to an existence nnlcrior 
to his earthly career: in the fourtli gospel, on the conlrari,', wo find 
sevcntl dij^oiuries of Jirsus which conUin the n^tcnted ussertion of 
such a pre-cxisleoce. We grant that when Jesus <lu«:ribcs himself 
as coming down from hean^i (Jolin iit. 1.^. xvi. 28.), (be ex[>Tession. 
taken iUotM% may be underalooil a.i a merely ligunlive intimation of 
his superhuman origin. It i» mote ditiiculi, but [Krliaiis ailmissiblc, 
to interpret, with tite Socinian Civil, the dei-larutiun of Jcsus Btforc 
Ahmlunn. iffiis, I aii\, ^plv 'Xipa^ yiritjOai, iyu rlju (John viii. 
•^.), as T\'ferring to a purvly idenl existence in the pro-detemunatkni 
of Go<l ; hut scarcely possible lo consider the pra^'er to the Father 

iiTohn xvii. 5.) to contirm the ii^ {iflorif\ which Jcbus lud witb 
lim bffon tff tcarlti wrw, ffp4 rav t&k jcMpov tiat, as an entreaty 
for the commuuicalion of a glory piedcia;iaGd £)r Je^UB from eternity, 
Itiit the language of Jesus, Jolin vi. 62., where he tfcmk* of the Son 
of Mitn rtatcending atfo^ivuv where he was before d^rw ii* ih np^- 
rtpov, is, in ita intrinsic meaning, as well as in that which is re- 



• B•rthcJ(l^ ChriMcJ. Judar. IS 8, 32, 42. 
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flccU'fl on it fnm other j)ii!«agca, un«juivocalIy i^ific&tivc of 
actual, not merely ideal, pr»«xlatc»cv. 

It has been already cviijcctiircd* tlial lliese exprt>8«ion«, or *t 
least tlic adnpialion of llieni to a xnal pri>«e:(i»teiiui<, are derived, not 
from .Tcsua, but from tlie ntitlior of ihi^ foiirtli pcwiiel, with whose 
Opinions, aspropoiindecl tu liU iiit.roihietion, tlu-y jijM-eifiMlly agioc ; 
tor if tAe Word was in (An beyiniiiii.g with God \iv dpj^ irp&r ^^*' 
$tiv). Jciiufi, in ivlioin il was made jlt»ft, might uttributc to himself 
Hii cjtiatciice before AbniUani, nnd n pnrticipiition of elory with the 
Father before th« foundation of tlio world. Ncvcrtlielcss, wc are 
not warranted in oilopting tliis view, unless it can b(! shown, lliat 
neither w.i.t the idea of llic pro-existence of the MessSali extant 
among thn Jews of Palestine before the time oi Je^sus, nor is it prob- 
able Unit Je»Tw attained sueh a notion, independently of tlic idcaa 
{Hjeuliar to liis age nnd nation. 

Tlie hitti^r supjtosttion, liiat Jesus spoke from liia own me- 
mory of his pre-himKin and prc-niundnne existence, is liable to 
comparison witli dangerous parallels in tlie history of Pytluigoras, 
Ennius, «nd Apollonius of I'yana, whose alleged reminifc^nsca of 
individual states which lliey bad experienced prior to their biitli,t 
are now eoiicrally regarded either aa tiiibseijacnl fables, or as (mthu- 
aiastic adf-dolusiotiii of lbo.te ct^lebnited men. For the other altcnia- 
tive, that the idea in i)ueslIon wam coniinon to the Jewish nation, a 
proauniption may be IVjimd in tlie description, already quoted from 
Daniel, of llie 8<>n of Alan eoiniiig in (he clouds of heaven, since the 
author, possibly, and, at all events, ma.ny readcn^, imagined that per- 
sonage to be a sii[)erhuiiiaii being, dwelling' belbreband with God, 
like the angels. Uiit tliiit every one wito relerrcd this passage to the 
Messiah, or that JesuH in parli<:uLir, asso<;ia1ed with it the notion of 
a prc-ejcisteiicc, is not to be proved ; for, if we exclude the represen- 
tation of John, Jesus depiets his coming In the clonds of heaven, 
uot as if Le had come aa a visitant to viirth from his hotne in heaven, 
bat, according to MalL xxvi. 65. (eomp. xxiv. 1:>), as if be, the 
earth-horn, after the completion of hi^ cartldy eour«c woidd be re- 
ceived iulo heaven, and liom thence wouhL rvtuni to establUIi his 
kingdom : thus making the coming from hiSiveii not iieee-ssaiily in- 
clude tlic idea of prcKisisIencc. We tind in the Proverbs, in Siracli, 
and the Hook of Wisdom, the idea of a pcraonilieil ami even hy]»o- 
atasizdd ^Visdom of God, and in the Psalms nnd Prophets, stron^y 
marked jiersouitications of the Divine word;! and ii is esi>eeia]Iy 
worth}' of note, that the later Jews, in their horror of anlbropomot- 
phism in tlic idea of the Divine being, atlributcd his spooeb, iq>ucar- 
«ucc,aiid immediate agency, to the irtin/(s-i73'>a) or the dwdling 
ptctee ({itri3''3B) of Jdiovali, ta may be seen in the veiier«l>W 

• BnUclini'idvf. ProlMli. p. 60. f Porphjr. %'it« fyUiai;. 'Jr. f. JamMldi, I*, «8 
D<o^ Larn. vili. 1 r. IL tluurr, Apalluiilai Ton Tysnu. |>, l>t f. I>S f. IS'i C [ '^ ■ 
notlitcxlun aii'I expeilUon of iIk p«>M)£>ii in Liicki'. Comm. turn K*. Juli. I, S. 311 It 
{ Wii»T, J* Dnkduu, |i. MP. (>inip. I>ii WctM, Eluloll. In imi A. T. J. M- 
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TaiOTto of Onkdoe.' These cxprMBions, at first meie paraphrase-* 
of Uie name of God, soon n«cived the mvatical aignilicalioa of a 
VRrifJtblo hjrpoatiUiiH, of a being, at once distinct from, and ono wilh 
iiuA. Aa tnoBt of the revelations and Interpositions of (iod, whose 
Olefin thiii peraonificHl Word was coiuidered 1o be, were designed iii 
fivoar of the Inraclilish pco{Je, il vna natural for them to awti^ 
to tl»e nutnifeslution which was Atill awailnl from Ilim, and which 
vna to W tlie crowning Iteiiefil of I<tracl, — the nianileslalion, namely, 
of llx; Mc«xiuh,— « [M-ciiliur reJiifion wt[h tlie Word or Shediiiia.f 
From thill gtirm iipraiig tlif. opinion tliat witli the IilM«tali tlie Slio- 
china would ntipcar, uwl lluit wluit was attcribed to the Sheeliina 
pertained equally to llic Me«»inh: an opinion not confined to the 
Rabbins, bat sanctionet) by thi: Apostle I'aul. Acconling to it, llie 
Slrasiafa was, even in the uikh-nK-«s llio invisible guide and bcno- 
facIOT of God'fl t)Ooplc (1 Cor. x. 4, 9.);J lie was with our first 

K rents in PanKlisc;S he was the agent in creation {CoL L 16,); 
even existed before the crcationj and prior to his ineaniation In 
Jcsos, was in a glorious fellowship wilh God (PliiL ii. 6.). 

As it is thus evident that, immediately nAer the time of Jeans, 
tl»e idea of n pnsexistvnce of the )le«siah was incorj>oratcd in the 
higher Jcirish theology, it is no far-fctclKtl conjectuie. that the game 
idea was a^Qat when the mind of Jesus was maturing, and that in 
liis conception of himcelf as the Messiah, this allributc wad included. 
But wheibcT Jesus were as deeply initiated in the speculations of 
Ilic Jewish acboola aa Paul, is yet a question, and as the autlior of 
the fourth goepd, vensed in the Alcxaudriait doctrine of the Aoybf, 
stands alone in aseribing to .Jesus the aaaertion of a pte-«xistencc 
we are unable to decide wtieilier we are to put the oogma to the 
account of Jesus, or of his biographer. 



S Go. TUK HEeSlAKIC l-LAX OP Jl:8trS — IKDICATIONS OF A 
POLITICAL U£Me.NT. 

TfiE I)>u|iliHl {Miinfed to a future indivtdiijd, and Jtxas to him- 
aetf^ aa tlte fouixler of the kingdom of heaven. The idea of that 
messianic kingdmn belonged lo the Istaelili«h nation ; did Jesus 
lM>l<i it in the form in u Iiich it existed among his colemporaries, or 
tinder niodilieatioitii of his own? 

'Jlic iih-a of the Utoiwiali grew up amongst tlic Jews in soi) ludf 
religious, luilf [>olitical: it wa« nurtnred bynationaladveiaitv, aiwl in 
the lime of Je^us, according to the testimony of the gojtpcfs, it was 

* DaUoUl. ChitML Jivlaor. | } SS— ar>. €Mat^ LiKte M rap. & Ml, M«t, 
t S<biitl|t<n. IL M. Of. ; Tar|[. Jf&iii. 1: /m ( Jr^uti) «• dnrrfa /.A rwpi* Metev 
JTiima, In tURkiliU, at uip. f,. lU. ( f-hti fiiaimttb t liull. t. s).. ScUUfca, il, 
S. 4KI. I NhmIi Iw*M «. xur. £ ilvllL I. ScJunl.li, UU. IVr KrlUk u. Kxt«M^ I, 

s- Mi imp ■'atn tptco- *»**' '"*•■ '■ *'"■ '*■ 5<wm«, a. & isc: ajmm 

(hinw rvmAia mtt, ant/^int mwaJn* nnirrrtirr), timirwm it ItmiH iftnlam. 

lltR «r hxv I)h iin-*il>lrncr uT (ht Mauiab ii|iiiwM>< MS (Ml oaei faraanr* idMl 
naorpUoa «ril, M« IkrtK'Liii K>bl<a, xtt. I, t 111. 1 (fckMgtBj. 
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cmbodicil !i) lite cxppcfitlion tlint tli« Mcssinli would Mociiil llie 
Ihionc of Ilia niH-cslor Daviil, fire tlu^ Jewish peojilc from the 
lioinaii yoke nml fouiiil a kinf^om wbicli wotild last for ever ([^ike 
t. 32 f. 68 tr. Acl8 i. 6.). liciicc our tirst (lucstion must l>c itiig: 
Did Ji-aus indudc this political clctncmt in liia missiniiic plan ? 

That JcMius lUDircd to be a temparal mlcr, lins at all timui Itccn 
RD uUcmtion of tnc adversaries of Christianity, but liaa bout miun- 
Intiiwl by none with so much excgetical acumen as by the author 
of the Wolfenbotlcl Fragmcntfl.' ivlio, be it obscncd, by no niutiu 
denies to Jesus the praiflc of aiming at the moral ivtoi-niHtion of lii^ 
nation. According to ibia writer, the tirsl imlieation of a political 
plan on the part ot Mma n, that lie uimmbiguoualv announced th« 
appfoacliing mcasianic kingdom, niid laid down the donditions on 
wlucli it was to be entcn-d, without expUinitig what this kingdom 
was, and wlHTcin it comtisled,* as if lie aupjKised ilio current idea of 
its nature to be correct. Now the tiict iv, that the prevalent concep- 
tion of lltH ineKsianic. rcigii hiiil a »lroiig jioiitical bias : licnce, when 
Jeaua spoke of tjie Messiah's kingdom without u detiiiillon, the Jcwa 
could only think of an eartlily dominion, and as Jesiia eould not 
have piT8Mp]»08cd any other nitcTpretntioii of his worda, he must 
have wislicil to be so understood. Cut in opposition lo this it may 
be remarked, that in the parables by which Jesus shadowed fortli 
the kingdom of heaven; in l!ic Sennon on tlic Mount, in which be 
illustrates the duties of its citiecns; and lastly, in his whole demeanour 
and course of action, we have sufficient evidence, that liis idea of 
the messianic kjjigdom was peculiar lo himself. TIicix; is not so 
ready a counterpoise for the difficulty, that Jeaus sent the apostle*, 
wilh whose conceptions he could not be unacnuaintcd, to announce 
the Mcaaiali'a kingdom throughout the land (Alatt. x,). These, who 
disputed which ot them should lie greatest in the kingdom of tticir 
mnaler (I^att. xviii. 1, l^uke xviL 24); of whom two petitioned for 
(he Heats at the right and left of the messianic king (Silark x. 3<J K); 
who, even after the death and resurrediou of Jesus, cx]tectcd a tc»- 
toration of the kingdom to Isnii-l (Acts i. 6:) — these had clearly from 
the beginning to the end of their intercourse with Jesus, no otiier 
tlian the popular notion of ihc Messiali ; when, tlicreforc, Jesus des- 
patched tlicm 88 heralds of bis kingdom, it sccnis necessarily a part 
of his design, that they should disseminate in all pbtees their politi- 
cal messianic idea. 

Among the diseourscs of Jchus there is one especially worthy of 
nolo in Matt. xix. 28, (comp. Luke xxii. 30.), In reply to the nnes- 
tion of Peter, We have left alt aitd followi-d thif ; ichai vffM tw 
have t/tereforef Jcius pi-omises lo bis disciples that in the TtoXty- 
yrvrma, when Ifie Son of Man shall sit on his throne, they al«t 
ehall nit on twelve l/iroiwj', judi/iii(f lh« twelve trilie* c-f Jgrad. 
That the literal import of lliis ])romise formed port of the tjssuc of 



■ Vau deio Kwwk JeM uiul uinor Jbnga, S. lOS — lii. 
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the iTW»,«ianip Iio[>« cberixliKl by tlic Jews of that period, U not to 
be coiilnnortfiL It i* aivuei], however, tliat Jcsua 8)>okc lignra- 
livclj on tliis nccouon, and only employed familinr Jcwisli inisgcs 
to convey to tli« fi])o«lleii a» iu»unuic(\ lluit ibc sacrifices they itad 
maiv here would be riddy compaualtd in tbdr futorc life by a pai^ 
tKijalion in his glory.* Hut the dUcipIcs must liave imdctstood 
the [in>nii*e liforally, wlien, cvon afti-r the resurrcclion of Jesu*, tlicv 
harlionretl Hnliei[iiilioiia of worldly greatness; and as Jesus luul had 
many proofft of this propensity, he wotdd hardly have adopted sucli 
language, bad be not intended to Doarish ibciT tempotal hopes. 
Tlic sapposilion ihal lie ilid i<o merely to animate the courage of his 
diseiples, wiibout hininelf itharing their views, imputes duplicity to 
Jesus; — a uuplicily in llii» ca*e quite gratuttoua. since, a^ OLhau- 
9cn jusllv obsenT:s Peter's i|iie8lioii would have been satisfaclorily 
mswercd by any oiher laudutory acknowledgment of the devotion 
of tbc disciph^. Hence it appears a lair iali^rence, that Je«ua him- 
self shared the Jewish expectations which Ik here aanctiona ; bat 
eiqMsitors have made tlic most desperate cfTurts to escape from tlua 
unwelcome condufion. Sonte have resorted to an arbitrary altcro- 
tion of the reading :t otlM-r» to the detection of ironv, directed against 
the di^noportioii between the pretensions of the uisciuleB, atid their 
trivial service* ;t ollierM to diflerent expedients;, but all nwre unnat- 
ural than the admission, tbiit Jesus, in accordance nilb Jewish ideaa, 
Iterc jtromiacs his disciples tlw dignity of being hLi aittteKsorii in his 
visible nioaaianic judgment, and that he thus indicates the exinleitce 
of a national dement in his notion of the Sleftiiah't) iiingdom. It is 
obwrt'ttble, too, that in tbc Acts (i. 7.), Jesus, even after his rexor- 
rcction, doM not deny that he will restore tlio kingdom to Israel, but 
merely dinoouragca corioaily as to llkc time* and seasons of its ro- 
etoraliot). 

Among the actions of Jesus, hi.s l«»tcntr>- into Jerusidem (Mall. 
xxl. 1 ff.) IS es]>cc)ally appealed to ax » jnoof that liiii [ilun was iiartly 
poliiicid. According to the t'ragnien lt.it, all Ihc cirvuitisiunceis point 
lo a iKibtical design ; the lime which Jesus cboso, — afler a sufficiently 
long {irejaaration of tlie people in the provinces ; the passovcr, whidi 
they vtMiicd iu great numbers ; the animal on which l»e rode, and by 
whtcli, from a popular inlcri^retaiion of a pastnj^ in ZacJinriali, be 
annoiiiKX'd himself as ihe destined King of Jerusalem ; tlie approval 
which he jiroiiounces when (he people receive him with a myal greet- 
ing; the violent procedure which lie hazards in iW. lemjJe; and 
finally, hia severe pbili]iptc on llie higher ehuis of tbc Jews (Matt 
xxiii.^ at llie close of which bo seeks to awe them into a reception 
jf him as ibeir aeasia n i c king, by the tlireut tliat bo will sbowhim- 
self to titein no roore in any wber guise 

• Kniad, CCMn. id UaU. p. r.l8. OithwiW slw, p. *ll, iiJfWItniU tie dltamim 
■jmbdioillr, ibo^b b« atudn (o ii a dIAnaa BManlMB. t IIoIm, *»£•(. llvuU.. 3, 
S. 613, 1 I LMn, lo Wino'i ne^ M«4ica, I, M, C 
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i 66. DATA TOR TUE PURK SPIRITUAMTT OF THE MES8IASIC PUHT 
OF Ji:St-,S BALANCE. 

NowitF.RR in our VMntgcJicnl narratives is tltcre a trace of Jesus 
]iaving sought lo fonii it politictil party. On tlio oontran', lie with- 
drawn from the Mgrntcss of llic people to make liini « king (John 
vi. 15^); lie declares iliitt tlio messianic kingdom cntnes not willi 
oWr^'alioii, bwt is lo be souglit for in ihe recesses of the ooii! (Luke 
xvii. 20 f.); it is liis prind[)lc lo unite obedience to tiod with olio- 
(iiriK* to temporal nutliority, oven when liealheii (Miilt. xxiL 21.); 
oil lii« solemn entry into the capita], ho cliooeett to ri«Ie lliis animid 
of pcaco. and aftcrnards escapes trom the multitude, in8t«nd of using 
their c-tcitcment for ibe purposes of hia ambition; Lwtly, lie nuiiit- 
taitis before bis judf^ft, that liis kingdom U iinl from /tenee w* iv- 
rtv9ev, in not oj thit v:ortfi "it »« rmi Kiajiov rovrov (John x\i. 36.), 
an<l we ImvK nu rcHHon in thi» iustRnuo to question either his or tlM« 
cranEeli«t'« veracity. 

'niufl we hu\-c K scries of indications to counterbalance those de- 
tailed in the preceding section. The ndvcrsarics of Christianity 
have held exclusively lo the arguments for a political, or ratlicr a 
revolutionary, pi-ojfct, on ibc pari of Jeans while the orthodox the- 
ologians adberu (o those only which tell for (be pure spirituality of 
his plan ;• and each party baa laboui'cd to invalidate by hcrmcncu- 
tical skill tbo passages unfavourable to its theory*. It lias of lute 
been acknowledged that both are equally partial, anct that there la 
need of arbitration between tliem. 

This has been attempted eliiotiy by mipiMising an earlier and a 
later fomi of Iho plan ol ,Jesua,t Allliougfi, it has been said, the 
moral Improvement and religions elevation of bis [icople were from 
the lir.il the primary object of Ji-.suii, ho neverlhclesa, in tlie bi^iu- 
mngef hi.t public life, eheri.-<hed Ihi! hope of reviving, by means of 
ibis internal rpcencnitioii, ihi- external glories of the tJieociacy, when 
he $l)Oul<I be at-ltnowledji^'.d by liia notion as the M<w.tinli, ami thereby 
be constituted the supreme iiuthority in lln^ ntnte. Hut in the di,"*- 
appointment of ibis hope, he reoogniKcil the Divine n-jeciioii of every 
political clement in bis plan, nnd thcnccforili refined it into pure 
spiritnality. It is held lo be a presumption in favour uf tiuch a 
change in the plan of Jesus, that there is a glndne^tv ditfuMtl over 
his tirsl appearance, which gives place to melancholy in tbe latter 
period of his ministry; that instead of the acceptnble year of tlw 
Lord, announced in his initiative address at Nasaicth, norruw id the 
burthen of his Inter discourses, and be explicitly says of JiTu«aieiD, 
that he had attempted to save it, but that now its fall, both ivJigious 

■ So Rcinhird, filvr den Plan, tri-lili"!! ilvr SiilVt iIit ir)ir'»ll,<:br^ RxlL^on luni 
Ueitrn ilar KImiU'lih>/il entoajf. S. :•' IT (4m AuII.) i t'sului, U'tn^n J«ia I. U. S. »i^, 
U4. IDH tl.; Wnluriiii. 2. S. :il() f IIbk. I'lwn Jnui, I el. H *■'■ '•"■ (•■•^•"f- U>wl' 
^ImitMhiiri, 1, 8, Hi (I ), liniuah will, »pp*r«nl Mluelanm, and bo now inaiiiUioi 'U« 
JwD* had riten tliovc liit [Ktlilical nutiuu a( Iba mcMlaatc Uogdom Infon bu l>iiUic i^ 
pmnaa. 
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and politkal, wu inevitable. Ab, liovrevcr, ilio rvangi^lis))! do not 
keej) the events imd discourscfl proper lo tlicw distinct period;! witliin 
tlieir iespccti%T; limits, Imt happen to pve the two mi»t impotUmt 
datft for the imputation of a political design lo Jesus (Daindjr (Im 
promute of the twelve tbiones and ibe public entrance into th« cnpi- 
tal.) nrar lh« close of liia life : we must attrihute to tlie^* n-ritcn a 
clironological confusion, as in the ca:i« of tin: n-lation wliich the 
views of Jeans bote la the nicmianie idm in general: nnlcsa as an 
altcmalive it be oonceivubic, that Jesnx ultered during the same pe- 
riod, th<- (tecUrations which seem to indicate, and those whicli uis- 
claim, a political design. 

This, in 0«ir apprehension, ia not inconceivable: for Jesus might 
anticipate a iia0i'^'*}0ai inl Opiyovf fcrr hiinm^lf and his disciple.t, not 
reganling the means of ils attainment as a political revolution, bat 
as a revolution to be effected by tbe immediate interposition ol' CnxL 
Tfiat such was his tiew may be infeired from liia placing tluU 
judiciary appearance cf Im diM:iple9 in the TraAiyjovo/a ; for litis 
was not a poUiical revolution, any more than a »)iirituul regene- 
ration, — it was a rcsuTTOction of the dead, which (fO<l wa^i to effi^t 
ihiough the agency of llic Mc.t.->i^i, and which wax to uslicr in tbo 
messianic timesLt Je.iu.t cerlaitdy expectt^l to nvtorc tlie throne of 
David, and with his disciples to govern a liberated people ; in no 
degree, Itowever, did lie re*! his liope* on the sword of human 
adherents (Iiulic xxii. 3$. Mnlt. xxvi. 52.), but on the legions of 
apgelg, wtiieh liis hrati-enly Father could send him ()Iatt. xxvi. 53). 
Wherever he speaki< of eoming In his messianic glory, ho depicts 
himaclf sarroandcd by angels ami ticaA-cnly powers (.Matt. xvi. 27, 
XXIV. 30 C XXV. SI i John i. Gi.) : before tlto majesty of tJu Son 
of Man, coming in the clouds of heaven, all natioiif are lo bow 
witliout the ciNircton of the sword, and at the sound of tiie angd's 
trumpet, are to pn»cnl themselves, with tbe awakened dead, before 
the judgr»ej)t-Ku.il of lite Blessiah and his IweJve apostles. .-Ml this 
Jesn« would not Irring to pass of his own will, but he waititd for a 
ngnni from hLt heavenly rather, wbo olono knew the appropriate 
lime for tliis eatastrophe ()Iark xiii. 32.), and he aj^aiently was 
not ducoiieerted wlien his eni approached without his having 
rccetvi-d tliM ex[teclcd iniimalion. They wlio tdirink from this view, 
merely b)^-jnise ihey it>necive that it makes Jesus an eotfausiast,! 
will do well 10 n-tki-t [u>w clo«4-ly such Itopes cones|)onded with t)ie 
toiig cherished niirssianic idea of the Jcws,t and how easily, in that 
day of eD|>emaluralisin, and to a nation si^n^icd by lite pecoli- 
aiities of its fhilh. nn idea, in itself extravagant, if only it were 
consistent, and hati, in sontc of its aspects, truth and dignity, roi^t 
allure even a raBSOnable man beiicatli its infltienco, 

VVitti respect lo tliat wtiich awaits the r^|htcou after judg. 
nieul, — ererlasiiug life in the kingdom of the ratlicr,.— it tg true 

• MUMlw. b Uatili. p. CDC C t DaWtt(«, BlU. D*sw.l!li;. t B*nb<iUt. 
OtUM. Jsinr. H ^ ' 
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that 3t»xi», in occor^iince wttb Jewtli notions,* compon^s it to n 
(fast (Matt. viii. 1 1 ; xxiL 2 ff.), at witich he hopcg hitnsdf to tnetc 
ihc ftuil<;f (111! vln« (Molt. xxvL 2i).), and 10 celebrate t!ic piiasovcr 
(Luke xxii. Iti.): but Ium (lenlnratioii liuit iw tlie alCii- fU/J.ijr the 
Clonic rolutioQ bctwfti^ii the itexes will ceaAC, and mtn will be li&e 
the angah i^dyytXot, Luke xx. 35 K). secmn nion* or Icah to rcduu 
tlie above dJKCouiWM to a luen^ly f ynibcilicaJ si^iifiuiric& 

Thus we coiichide Ihiit the iiie.'ciiaiiii: Impt; of Jchus was not 
jK^itical, nor crcn iiiercly earthly, lor he rcfi-ninl if.t fulfilment to 
supematuml lueans, and to a miperniuiKhiiie thcjitn- (tin; rej^cnoTated 
oarlh): na little waii it a giurely 8[ilritu;d hivpt'., in tho modern sense 
of tlic tcnn, fur it indudRd iinjwrtaiit and uiiftrt'i^-dcnli-d changes 
in the cxtniuil oondition of thmga ; but it was lli<; national, tlieo- 
cratic hofw, sjiirilualixcd and ennobled by hij on*it jK^eulinr moral 
and religioux vicwx. 



S 67. TUE RELATIO!? OF JESUS TO TUE MOS-lIt," LAW. 

TllK inoinic iniitilnlions were actually pxtingutshod in tlicchiiTCli 
of which Ji'sus wait thij founder; hcni;e it is iialurnl to «ii]>]iogc that 
their aboHliim formed n part of his di-sign: — a ri-ndi of vision, 
beyond the horizon of the ceremonial worship of hi* age ami country, 
of which apologists have l»ccn ever anxious to prove that lie was 
[MMsesscclt Neitiier ure tlwre wanting speeches and nctiona of 
Jesus which seem to favour tlieir effort. Whenever he details the 
conditions of pArficipulion in the kingdom of heaven, as in the 
sennen on the mount, he insists, not on the observance of the 3lo- 
saie ritual, but on tlie spirit of religion and morality; be attaeltcs 
no value to fiisling, prayinc^, and almsgiving, unless accompanied \iy 
a corresponding bent of mind (Matt. vi. 1 — IS) ; the two main ele- 
ments of tlie Mosaic worship, sacritiee and the keeping of aabbalhs 
and feasts, he not only nowhere enjoins, but pnt3 a marked slight 
on the former, by commending the scribe who Joclared that the 
love of (jod and one'a neighbour waa more than whole burnt' 
offerings and merijicfs, as one not far from the kingdom of 
Uod (Mark xii. 'I'A f.)4 and lie ran counter in action as well as in 
speech to the eusfoinarv mode of celebrating the S^tbluitii (Matt. 
xU. 1—13: Mark ii. 2,1— 28; iii. 1—5; Luke vi. 1—10; xiii. 
10. ff. ; xiv. 1. «■. ; John v. 5. if. ; vii. 22 ; ix. 1. if.), of which in 
his character of 8on of )Ian he claimed to be Ltird. The Jews, 
too, Appear to have ex[>ccted a revision of the Jllosnic law by their 
Measiah.S A Homewliat analogous sense i.t couclictl in the decla- 
ntiofls atlribiited by tlie fourtli evangtOist to Jesus (ii. 19); Mat- 
thew (xxvi. til.) and Mark (xiv. flS.) n;pivsent hini as being accused 
by liilsc witiies^ies of saybig, / am able to deslnnj (John, destroy') 

■ tkriliirld, Clirlii. Jud-fSO. t B.^ Rdntunl, PUd Jcm, S. 11 K t Fw >n 
M^genKioii [ii llii. Kliiuuiu Gmptt, vld. Eplptunlui, boircaj xxx. lli. ) Bmbuldt, ut 
<up.{ai. 
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the Utnple of Ood (Ulark, Ihtit is m'ida with Aandt). and to build 
it in thret dai/K (Mark, / u^ili build anotJter vtadu tcithout Aandtf^ 
The aulhor of the Acts hu wiQething muiilar a.t an article of accn* 
sation agaiiifit Slephen, bat tnstea*) <» the latter lutlf of the M^itenM 
it » lJiii.4 aOdciI, and (he i. c. Jc^us) tAall change the cuftamg 
which Xotea delivered tw ; tiiiit periiaju tliis nur be re^rded as 
an aolhentio nxnmcnt on th<: Vem cjcplicit text. 1» genetsl it maj 
be said that to one. who, like JvKtw, i« »o f^r ulivv to tlie aliAolutc 
value of titi; itilenml conipnrcd with tlw oxlcnul, of tlie bent of tbo 
enlin diapMitian compared with i«olale<) act*, tliat Jie pronounces 
the \ove of God nikl our neighbour to be tlic csscitce of the law 
(Mnit xxii. 36 fT.), — to him it caiitMt be a seci^ tlut all precvpla 
of the law w)iivh do not bc.-ir on these two points are oncMcntiaL 
IJut the argument npunrcntly most decisive of a design oa tin 
part of Jc8US to nboliah the Mosaic worship, is fumisDcd by hia 
prediction that the temple, the centre of Jewish worship (Matt. 
xxiv. 2. parall.), would be deatro^ed, and that the adoration of , 
God would bo freed from local fetters, and become porcljr epiriloal 
(John iv. 31 ff.). 

The above, however, presents oidy one aspect of the poeitton 
n«sumcd hv ,Tcsua lowai'ds the Mosaic law; tlierc arc also data for 
the belief that he did not meditate tlic overthrow of the ancient 
constitution of hia cotinti^'. This aide of llic question has been, at 
a former period, and from ea»i]y-eoiK:ei\'ed reaiMHU, ll»c one whicJi 
the enemies of Ciirii<linnity in it« cccksiaKtieuI form, have chosen 
toezbibit;* but it is only in recent timejt tltat, the theological 
horizon being extended, iIk unpTcjadiecd exjioxitors of tlie cliurclit 
have acknowledged its existence. In the first place, duiing hia life 
Jecuji remains liiitlifid to the patcnud law ; he attends the aynagognc 
on the nbbath, joumcrs to Jerusalem nt the lime of itie feast, and 
eat« oi the paschal lamb with his disciples. It is true tlutt he Ik-uIs 
on the lublKith, allows his disciples to pluck ears of com (MnlU xiL 
1. ff.^ and ixv|uin:« no fitsring or wafhing before meal in hi;* i»Kiely 
(Matt. iv. 14; xv. '1). But the Mosaic law eomxniin^ the aablMlli 
simply |>T«scnbvd cessation from common labour, nsxb^, (Kxod. 
XX. 8. £; xxxi. 12. fF. ; DcuL v. 12. If.), ijw-Iuditig ]>lo4igluiig, 
reaping (Kx. xxxiv. 21), gathering of sticks (Numb. xv. 32. tl.) 
ana similar work, and it was only the spirit of |ietty ob«er\*aDce, tlio 
growth of u Inter age, that made it an ojfcnoo to oerform cures, or 
pluck a tew cars of com-J The washing of bands lefore eating was 
but a rabbinical custom ;{ in tlic law one general yearly last was 
alone i>rcscribcd (Lev. xvi. 29 ft ; xxiii. 27 ff.) and no private 
iMling required ; iience Jcaus cannot be convictwl of infringing tlie 

SrecepU ol' Mosea.| In lliat rcry senuon on the mount in which 
estu exalts spuitoal religion so far above all ritual, ho clearly 

■ Thli b dt«* tW matl niniliilj in tia W«lhat>«u*l Vtt^matM. tm Jon Zweck a. 
ikt 8.GliK t K»pKi<Uy KrUacK^U"l-S-:!ll A : Winer, bia BuloAlorbwta, 
3, a. 406 IT. } Cump. l-wiA, tx«. Uaodti. 3. & xn. I niur, UbL KmIv. 1. BO. 
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pKSoppoitcA tlic ontiniinlton of eacnficet (StaU. v. 23 {.). and dsr 
cUn* tluit he is not come to tlcstroy tlic law ami tin; prophets, bat 
tofolfi] (Slntt. V. 17.). Eren if K>.Tipuioai, in nli jiiobaljililj-, lefera 
chiilfly to tlif! nccomjilislinicnt of tlip Olii Tc^liinient prophecies, ovk 
^XBinr Kara^aat must at the same lime be undcrslood of tlie con- 
eerratioa of the Mosaic law, since in tlic context, poipciuity is 
promised to its smallest letter, and he who represents its lighte.4t 

1)reccpt as not obUgalorv, is threatened with the lowest rank in tlifi 
:ingdoni of heaven." In accordance with this, the apietlea adii^rod 
Strictly to the Jlosaic law, even after the Feast of I'cntccost ; tliey 
went at the hour of prayer into the temple (Aets iii. ].), clung to 
the aynagogiiea and to the Mosaic injunctions respecting food (x. 14), 
and were unable to ap[>ea] to any expres^i declaration of Jcsmsi as a 
sanction for the procedure of Baniubas and Paul, when the judaixing 
party eoinphiinud of their haptizing Gciitilo:^ without laying on th«m 
the burthen of the Mosiiic law. 

'i'his appitrt-nt contrauhction in the conduct and laiifpiage of Jo- 
nas, has bi-cn apologoticnlly explained by the xiipposilioii, ihnt not 
only the personal obedience oi' Jesus to tlie law, but also his decla- 
rations in its favour, were a nccessarj- concession tu the views of his 
eotcmporaries, who would at once hR\'e withdrawn their confidence 
from hiui, had be announced himself as the destroyer of their holy 
and venerated law.f We allow tliat the obedience of Jesus to llu! 
law ill Ilia own person, might bo explained in the same way as that 
of Paul, whicli, on his own showing, was a measure of mere ex- 
pediency (I Cor. ix. 20. eonip. Acta xvi. S.). But the strong do- 
ckration.i ol' Jesus CDiieeniinc the perpetuity of the law, ana the 
guilt of him who durejt to violate ils lightest precept, cannot pos- 
sibly be derived from the prhiciple of concession ; for to pronounce 
that iiidi^])en.-<ahle, which one accTelly holds supertiuous, and which 
one even seeks lo bring gradually iiilo disii^, woiUd, leaving hon- 
esty out of the ([ucstioii, Iw in the la.*l degree injudicious. 

Hence others linvc made a di.ttinctioii botween the moral and 
the ritual law, and referred the deelnnitida of Jc.ius that he wislied 
not to abrogate tiie law, lo the fonner alone, which he extncutcd 
from a web of trivial ceremonies, and cmhodied in his own exam- 
ple.{ But auch a diatinetiou is not found in tiiose .itriking [»s«agc« 
I'roni tiie Sermon on the Sloimt ; rather, in the vofMf and tpo^^rat, 
tAe taw and lAi j)tvj)/iets, we have the niosl coraprelieiisivc dcsig- 
nation of tlic whole religious constitution of the Old Teslaraent.S 
and under the most trivial iwiiuujindment, and the smallest letter of 
the law. ahkc prunuunceil in ijwriit liable, wo cannot well understand 
any thing else than the ceremonial precepl8,|| 

A happier distinction is that between really Mosaic inatitutes, 
and their tradilioual ampUdcalioiis.l It is certain that tlie Sabbath 

• Fritni'liu, S. I'H ft. t Uciobiinl, S, 13 IT, Planrk, Gi'BrhH-hlr.lM CIIiriiEsalliuni* 
iliil»r H^rimlVH-inurMinfilliruNK, I, h. I'i^ IT. [ I»» Wslle, WU, Fl.npil. J S 1 0. g FHw. 
■di<,S.:il4. Ii Vlil.ih« ^VxiiiunaUiI, a (C< ^ Ptuliu, excg. lUodlt, 1, B. 3. COO £ 
Ulan Jwi, 1,B, S.i{!>G,3ll 
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cures of Jeaiui, his neglect of tlio ppilantic ablutions before eating 
and the like, ran counter, imt to Kla^ieit, but to later rabbinical n- 
quirernentsi, and Mveral dLncoiirws of Jesuit tum upon llua diatinc- 
lion. .^Ult. XV. 3 ff., Jnsiut placea ttie conimandment of God in 
opjKtsitti^n (0 tbi,'. Indilion of the elders, uul Mull. x:^iii. 23, he. do- 
clunks lliiit where tln'v an" cnm|intibl«, llw fonncr mav be obscrv«d 
without rrji'Cltng the hitler, in which citin: )i>: admoniylKUi the |ieopl() 
to do aU that the Scribes and Pharisees enjoin ; where on the oon- 
imry, either tlic one or the otiicr only can be respected, be deci<l«s 
tliat it is better to Iransgrcsa the tradition of the Elders, than the 
comtnandment of God as given bj- Mows (Malt. xv. 3 ft'.). He 
describes the mass of traditional precepts, as a burthen Revolts to 
be borne, whicJi lie would remove fi-om tlic oppressed ]>coplc, sub- 
stituting his own light burthen and easy yoke ; whence it mar be 
seen, that with all his forbearance towards existing institutions, so 
far aa they were not positively jwrnicious, it was his intention that 
all tlieae commandments of nten, as plants which his heavenly Fa- 
ther had not planted, should be rooted up (xv. i). 13.). The majority 
of the I'iiiiH.iaical pi«cepla referred to exiemahi, and had the effiict 
of buryins tlte noble morality of the Sloetaic law under a heap of 
ccrcmoiiiu observances ; a gil\ to the Ieniiit« suHkcd to absolve tiM 
giver from his tibal tlulics (xv. .'>.), anii tlte. payment of tithe of 
aniM and cimitnln snpersedcu justice. n>eTcy at"! IHith (xxiii. 2.^.). 
Hence tiiis distinction is in some degree identical with tiie foniM-r, 
siiKO in the rabbini<.^l institutes it was tlieir nierrly ere rein on i^d ten- 
dency lliat Jesus cenBured. while, in the Hlosiic law, il was the 
kernel of religion and morality that bo chiefly valued. It must only 
not be contended that he rt^aidcd the llosjuc law as permanent 
aolcJy in iU .ipiritual jmrl, for tlic passages quoted, e8|)ccially from 
the Sermon on the Slounl, ch-iirly .thow tluil be did not contemplate 
the abolition of llic merely ritual precept*. 

Jesus, supjiosing that he had discerned morality and the sptril- 
Ital woTsliin of God to be the sole essentials in religion, must have 

rtqected all which, being merely ritual and fonnal. Bad usurped the 
impon.-ince of a religious obligation, and under this di-*cription inuat 
fall a hirgc i»ropanioa of tlic Mosaic pTece])ls ; but it is well kiM>wA 

I bow slowly such consequences are deduced, wlwn tliey come into 

n collision with usages consecrated by anti([uily. Kren Samuel, ap> 
porently. was aware that obedience ia better than saciitico (1 Sam. 

1 sr. 22), and Aaapb, that an oSering of thanksgiving is more accent- 
■blc to God than one of slain aniinaU (Ps. I.) ; yet how long alter 
were sacriltoc^ retained locether with true olfCilit-nee, or in its slead! 
Jcsua was more llMTOugiily penetrated with tiiis conviction than 
those ancients; with him, the true commandnietits of Gixl in (1m 
}la=iaic law were simply, Jfoixour t/tyf<tiAer and thy mother. Thou 
ahalt not kill, &jc, and above all, TKqu thalt loiy- th« JjOitl thg 
Ood vritA ail thy heart, and thy nfiyAdour at thytf-lf. But Ilia 
deep-rooted nspcct for the sacred book of ibo law, caused Itim, tor 
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tlio sake of these essential contents, to honour the uneascntUI 
wliici) was the more nntunil, as in fornjuirison witli llie absurdly 
CxtggCTWtcJ pedantry of Ihc triiililioiml oiiKPrvances, the ritwal of the 
Pentittmicli must have appciittd highly dimjilc To honour ihU latter 
port of the law as of Divine origin, but to ilcclarw it nbrognted on 
the principle, tliat in tlie education of the human race, Oud Caida 
necessary for xn cai'lior period an mrangement which is sujierfluous 
for B later one, iniplica iJiat idea of /Ac litw as a sclwolinnshr, v^»o? 
Tttuittytiiyh^ (Gal, iii, 24.), whicli seems firet to have been dcvelojMid 
by the apoarle Paul ; nevortlieleaa its germ lies in tlic dockratton of 
Jcdiis, that Ciod liad jK-rniitled to ihe early Hebrews, on account of 
the hardiie»n of their Atari*, (Matt. xix. 8 £) many thuigs. whldi, 
in a more advanced .ttngc of culture, were inailrnia^ihlo. 

A similar limitation uf the duration of tiic law ia involved in the 
prodtctloiia of Jcsas, (If indeed llu^y wei-e uttered by Jeans, a point 
wliich wre Iiavc to diacuss,) lli.it llie iwnple woult! lie destroyed at 
hiii approach tug advent (Mntt. .\xiv. pandL), and that devotion 
would he fii;ed from all local restrictions (Juhn iv.): fiii- with these 
must fall the entire Mosaic system of cxtcninl worsliip. Tliis It not 
contradicted by the declaration that the Inw would endure nntil 
heaven and earth should pass away (.Matt. v. 18.). for liic Hebrew 
associated tlic fall of Iiis state and sanctuary with the end of the old 
world or dispensation, so that tlio expressions, so long as tlic lemple 
standfl, and ho long as tlie world atandii, wore equivalent.* It is 
true that the words of Jesu-s Luke xvi. 16., a ii1;(i)c «ttl ol TTpo^ijro* 
fcif 'ludfvw aeeiu to imply, tliat the aiipearann- of the Ha])ti!»t put 
an end to the vahdity of tlio Inw ; but ttiis piLii»iige loses il.-t de]H'e>- 
ciatory eeii.*c when eoinpared witii its paiiUlcl, Slatt. xi. 13. On 
the other hand, Luke x\i. 17. controls Mutt. v. 18., and nHluccs it 
to a mere comparison between tJiu stAbJiity of tlic law and that of 
heaven and eortb. The otdy question Uicn is, in wliich of the gospels 
are the two passages more concctly stated ? vVa given in the brst, 
they intimate that the law would retnui its supremacy until, and not 
after, the close of the old dispensation. With this agrees the pro- 
diction, that the temple would bo destroyed; for the apiritualization 
of religion, and, accoi'dlng to Steplien's interjiretation, the abolition 
of tlie Mosaic Uw, which were to be the rcault.s of that event, were 
undoublcdly identi(ie,d by Jena^ with tlie, eommeneemeni of tlie o^ 
fukkuv of the Messiah. Hence it appoAr*, that the Only diirurencc 
between the view of Paul and that of Jc^tu is thU : thai, the latter 
anticipate<l tlie extinction of the MosAie system ns a concomitant of 
his glorious advent or return to the regciieratetl earlli, while the 
fbnner believed its abolition permissible on the old, unrcgenerutot 
csrth, in virtue of tbc Messiah's first adveiit.t 

* Com)). I>aula^ cxrg. Itindb. I. B. S. .^Qt! f. 

t Comp. IIbh, t_ J. 3. SI. KaliliiRcal nuliuiui uT Ifaa abrogsUoD of U* L*w la 
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i 68. SCOPE OP THE KESSLUnC PL.U1 OP JESUS — RELATIOXS TO THE 

UKXTIUa. 

i\XTllotrGU llic church fouocWiI by Jk^us dwl, in fact, early ex- 
tend itself beyond tlic limit* of tim Jewish jiooph-, tli«re are yet 
indioitions wbicli might induce a bclirf thiit hv di<l not conleni{>liite 
such an extension.* When be sencU the twelve on their fint mis- 
sion, his command U, Go not into the way of Uu OtntiUs — Go 
nUher to iAe hnt tfuep of tM house of Ifrad (Malt. x. 5 (.). That 
Hattbew alone baa thin iniuiiclion and not the two other pynoptists, 
is toss probably cx[>laiiiea by the siip|>o-iiiion that the Ilcbrovr au- 
thor of the 1in>t gospel inlerpolaled il, tlian by tlic opposite one, 
namely, that it was wilfully omitted by the Hellenistic authors 
of the second and thinl gosiieU. Tor, as the judaizing tendency of 
3Iatthe\r is not ao marked that he assigns to Jesus the intention of 
limiting the messianic kingdom to the Jevrs; as, on tlie coitlraiy, 
lie maKcs Jesus unequivocally forctel the calling ot~ tliv Cientilcs 
(riii. 11 i, xxi. 83 tF. xxii. 1 ff. xxviil. 19 £): he had no motix'o 
for fabricating this particularizing addition j but the two other evan- 
gelists had a strong one for its omi&aion ; in the olfonce which it 
would cause to the Gcnlilca already within the fold. Its presence 
in Matthew, however, demands an explanation, and expositors hare 
thought to funii.'th one by supposing the injunction of Jesus to be 
a measure of pradence.t It is untjuestionable that, even if lite plan 
of Jesus eomprcliended the (ieniiles as well ua llic Jews, he mast 
at lintt, if he would not for ever ruin his cause with his fellow-cooiH 
Irj'nnni, adopt, and prescribe lo the disciples, a rale of national ex- 
clusivem-ss. This nccessi^' oa his part might account for his answer 
to the Caiioanitish woman, whose daughter he refuses to heal, be- 
cause he was only sent to the io&l sheep of the houic of Israel (Jlatt. 
xr. 24), were it not that the boon which bo liere denies is not a 
recc])lion into the messianic kingdom, but a temporal benefit, such 
as oven Klijali and Ui.tita had conferred on those who were not 
IsraolileJi (I Kings xviL 9 ff. 3 Kings r. 1 ft) — examples to which 
Jesus elsewhere appe^s (Luke iv. 2o ft). Hence the disciples 
thooght it natural and unobiiHrtionabIc lo grant the woman's neti- 
lio«i and it oould not be jmidenttal comiidemtioiis llint withheld Jo- 

[ aus, for a time, from compliance. Tliat an at-crsion to the Gcoliks 
itot appear to be his motive, it lias l)c«n conJcctURxI % that 
T40IU, wishing to prcflcrrc an incognito in that country, avoided the 
jierfiniDancc of any meiisifluic wor£. But sucli a design of conceal- 

' ment is only mentioned by 3tark (viL 23.), wlio represents it as 
being defeated by the entreaties of the woman, contrary lo t)i« 
inclinations of Jesus; and as thu evangelist omits tlw declaration 
of Jeans, that be was not sent but to the lost sheep of ttie boose of 

■ nna tb* WalABbOttol Fn«niailiu, at mf. S.mr. t RttahuJ t Plmck. G^ 
•chiuhw do ChriMtDCfcuDu in dcr i>flr. Mtntf flnfttnH, 1, & 173 ff t IMdlw, Lalxa 
Jim, I, •, a. atto t H>», 1> J. { lOS. 
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Ismcl, wc must suKpccI that lie was guklci) by llic wi:f1i to supply 
n less offcuaivc motive for ihc conduct of Jc«us, mtliiT llmn by hi»- 
toriciil nccuniey. Had Jl^sus really been infiucnccil by the motive 
wliicli Mnrk aligns, he must at once linvc allc^d it to liU ilisciplcs 
instead of a merely ostensible one, calculatcu to strengthen tiieir 
nlreiidy rigid exclusivcness. Wc should tlierefoTC ratlitT listen to 
tl>c oi>iMion tliat Jesu9 sougbt, by his rcjicAtcd refusal, to prove the 
fiiiili of the woman, and funiiali an occasion for its exhibition,* if 
wc could tind in the text the sliglitcit trace of mere dissimulation ; 
And none of a real change of mind.'l' ICveii Mark, bent aa he vas 
on softening the featutcji of tlie iiieidctit, (:annot have thought of a 
dUsimuUtion of this kind ; othcrwiMe^ instead of orailting tliQ hatali 
wordft iind making the inii(lc<{iuil(i ftdilltiou, and mould have no man 
knoiD it, he would h&vc removed the offence in the iii(}!<t »atlsfaetoiy 
miiimer, by an observation such as, he eitid (hie toproc« h^ (coinp. 
John vi. &,). Thus it must be allowed that Jesus in tliis case secnis 
to share the antipathy of his countrj-men townnls the Gentiles, nay, 
bis antipathy scents to be of a deeper stam]] than that of Ins dis- 
ciplcs; unlcKs their advocacy of the woman be a touch fixHn the 
pencil of tradition, for the aakc of contrast and grouping. 

This narrative, however, is neutralised by another, in which Jc- 
8ua ia said to net in a diivclly opposite manner. The centurion of 
Capemuuiii, al:io u Gentile, (a.-i we gather from the remarks of Je- 
aus,) has scarcidy complained of a disln-^t MniiW to that of the Ca- 
naauitisli woman, when Je^us liiiTisidf volunteers fo go and Iieal IiIh 
Bcrvant (Mall, viii. •>.). If, then, J(»(us has no he^italion, in ihU 
instaiice, to cxyrcise his power of Iicaling in favour of a heathen, 
Iiow comes it that he rcfu»es to do so in anotlicT quite niiidogous 
caaai Truly if the relative position of the two narratives in tlie 
go»i>cls have any weight, tic must have shown himself more harsh 
and narrow nt the Inter period than nt the earlier one. McnnwhUc, 
(his single act of benevolence to a Cicntile, standing aa it does in 
inexplicable contradiction to the narrative above cxanimcd. cannot 
prove, in opposition to the command cxprcaaly given to the disciples, 
not to go to the (■enlile.4, that Jesus coulcinplatcd their adiuission 
as such into llie meiuianic kingdom. 

Kven the prediction of Je-ius tliat the kingdom of heaven would 
be tttkcii from the Jews and given to the Uenlilcs does not prove this. 
In the above interview with the centurion of Capernaum, Jesuit de- 
clares lliat many sh<Ut catiw from t/it etiet aiut the vwU, and sit 
down with the ^utlnnrclis in the kintfilom of he^xmn, while tlic 
cftiUiren of IM kingdom, (obviously the Jews,) for wliom it was 
originally designed, will bo cast out (Matt. viii. 11 i.). Vet more 
decidedly, when applying the parable of the huebandmca in tlio 
vineyarJ, he warna Ais countrymen that the kingdom of God shaU 
hi taken from tfiein, and given to a nation bringing forth, thi 
fruiti //jerd^'(Mati. xxi. 43.). All tliis may be undentood iu tho 

* OltliBUHTi, I, S. SOT. t It"*- ■■■ *"P- 
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ecnse intciidcii by tli« prophets, m tJieir proinlMS t!ut itie ino^anic 
fclDgcIom woaUl rxtcntl lo nil mtiona; namely, Ih^t the G«ntilc« 
would turn to the woreliip of Jclwvali, enibrncQ tltc Mo*aic rfli'^ion 
in its ontirc form, «tni ■ftonraxila Ix! rwcivfd into the Mwi^inha 
kiiigtlom. It notJd ncconi very well with tliis expectation-, tluit, 
prior to such n con\Trsiou, J<.-su8 hIiouIiI forliid his disciplea to dinict 
their nnitoimt^mciit of )iis kingdom to the Gciililet. 

Bui in the discoursot coftccming. his le-nppcarunoe, Jvsufi re- 
gards the puUication of the Go8|)oi lo all nations os one of the 
circuin«(nn<TU( lliat must precede tluit event: {Matt, xxiv, 14, 
Mark xiii. 10.), and jiAct Ills Toarret-tion, according to tlie svnojK 
tists, he gave Iiis disciples the eoinmand, 6'fl yf, and teach alt rui- 
tiont, l»ij>tisinf/ {Atm, &c. (Malt, xxviii. 19; Mark xvi. 15; Lake 
xxiv. 47.); i. e. go to them with tlM: oRVr of tlic Jlesstidi's kingdom, 
even tliougli they may not Ixrforeliand have become Jews. Not 
only, however, do thu disciples, after the fir«t Peiiieeost, neglect to 
execute this c-ommanil, Lut when a case is thrust on them wludi 
OdTers them an op[>ortunity for compliance with it, ihcy act as if they 
were allogeliM'r ignorant that such a diroclion had been gi^n by 
Jesus (Acts X. xi.). The lieullicn centurion ComeJins, wortiiy, from 
his devout life, of a reception into the tnessuinic commanity is pointed 
out by an angel lo the aoostlc Peter. Dut because it was not bidden 
from Ciod, with what difficulty the apostle would be induced to re- 
ceive a iK^ithen, without fuithcr preliminary, into the Messiah's 
kingdom, he saw it nocdful to prepare him for such a step by a sym- 
boltcul viition. In consequence of sucli an admonition Peter goes 
lo Contelius; but to impu bim to baptize him and his family, he 
needs a secon<l ^gn, ihc pouring oat of the Iloly Gltost on tltcsc 
uncin;imiciM;d. When, suMCquenlly. the Jewish Cliristians in Je- 
rusalem rail liini to account lor this reception of Gentiles, Peter 
appeals in his juatiltcation solely to the recent vision, and to the 
Holy Gliost gi™ii to the centurion's family. AVhatcvcr jmlgmcnt 
we may form of the credibility of this bistor)', it is a memorial of 
tlii^ many deliberations and contentions which it cost lite apo«tlcs 
after the dcjjnrturc of Jc-sus, to conWnce thi^mselvcs of the eligibility 
of Genldcs tor a participation in the kingdom of thi-ir Christ, and 
the nst^ons which at la&t brought them tu a decision. Now if Jo^m.t 
liad given so explicit a command as that above qunleil, what »ee<I 
was there of a \'Lsion to encourage Peter to its (utiiluient? or, su|>- 
posing tikc vision to be a Icgeudanr intxslitun! ot' the natund delib- 
erations of line disciples, w-liy did tbcy go about ui scaicli of the 
leflectioD. that all men ought to be baptized, because before God all 
men and all animals, as hia creatures, arc clean, if they could liave 
aplieokd to on cxpicss injunction of Jc^usi' Here, then, is the al- 
Icrnativc: if Jesu§ himself gave Una command, the disciples atnnot 
have been led to the admission of ihc Gentiles by the means nanuleil 
in Acts X. xi.; if, on the other hand, that narrntivc is authentic iliv 
alleged command of Jesus cannot be historicuL Our canon dcad«s 
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for the latter propoaifioii. For llmt tlic eohscqucDt practice and pre- 
omincnt distindioti of tlit^ Cliriifliiin Cliiircli. its accessibility to all 
notions, and its indiflcnnicc to citx^u incision or lui circumcision, gkoald 
hare lain in thu nnnil of !ls fouiiilcr, is tliu view best nilaptcd to 
exalt and adorn Jesus; wliiU', llinl, lirNl tiftor his ilcath, and l(iroa|;h 
the gradual development of ri'Iittiotis, tlic churcli, which its Fonnoer 
had designed for Inc Gentilw only in so tKr as they became Jciirs, 
should break through these linjiis, is In the simple, oatiu'al, uul 
therefore the probable course uf things. 



5C9. BELATIOS OPTUK MESSI A.VIC PLAN OF JESLTt TQTUE SAJIAAI- 
TASS — UIS ISTERVIEW VITU THE WOMAS OF BAMARIA. 

Thekr is the Hame apparent contradiclioo in the position whicli 
Janu took, and pre.<icnl)ed to hia disciples, towards the inlmbltants 
of SaiUftria. While in hia instructions to his disciples, (llatt. x. 5,) 
bo ibrUds ibem to visit nny city of tlic Samaritans, wc read in John 
pv.) that Jraua himself in his journey through Samaria laboured as 
the Mcasiah with great effect, and ultimately stayed two days in a 
Samaritan town; and in the Acts (i, 8), that before his ascension ho 
charged the disciples to bo liia witnesses, not only in Jenisalcm and 
in aU Judca, but also in Samaria, That Jesus did not entirely shun 
Samaria, as lliat protiibitton might appear lo intimate, is evident 
Irora Luke ix. 52. (comp. x\iL 11,), where his disciples bespeak 
lodgings for him in a Samaritan village, when he has determined to 
go to Jerusalem; a circumstance which accords with the information 
of Josephus, that those Ualileans who journeyed to tltc feasts usnally 
went through Samaria.* That Jesus was not tinfarourable to the 
Samnritima, nay. that in many rcsjwcts he acknowledged their su- 
pciioiily lo the Jews, is evident from his parable of tno Good Sa- 
maritan (Luke X. 30 ft'.); he also bestows a marked notice on the 
case of a Samaritan, who, among ten cleansed, was t}te only one 
that teslilicd liia gratitude (Luke xvii. IK); and, if we may venture 
on such a conclusion from John iv. 25, nnd subsequcut rccords,t tlic 
inliahitants of Sam.iria themselves had some tinctnre of the messi- 
anic idea. 

However natural it may appear that Jesus should avail himself 
of tliis susceptible side of the Kamarilans, by oppovlunely announc- 
ing to them tlie mes^tiaiiic kingdom ; the asj)ect which the four 
cvanaelUta bear to each other on this subject must excite surprise. 
Slatthcw has no occasion on which Jciius comes in contact with th« 
Samaritans, or even mentions them, except in the prohibition above 
quoted; Mark is more neutral than Matthew, and has not even that 
prohibition ; Luke has two instances of contact, one of ihcm unfa- 
vourable, tho otJier favourable, together with the parable in wliicli 
Jesus presents a Samaritan as a model, and Jiis approving notice of 

■ AnLiij. XK. vi. 1. Fnr <mn« tHblilniciil ruin nul qnlU in ■ccanblKV nltli IliU, ••• 
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the gralitnJc of one whom be had lucaicd ; John, (iniilly, has a uat* 
ratire in which Josus n^^iears in a vay intimalc im<l highly Kirour* 
nblc ri-lation to tho SanumUiu. Are nil t]te»v various ttcoounts 
wpJUfoundcd 1 If so, hovr oould Jcsim at one lime prohibit hi« dis- 
cipica from inclndinz tlio Snimmlnns in lliv mi'Mijiiiic pliin, and at 
unothcx time, himscit tcfcivc them without hcsilaltoii? Moreover, 
[rif ihc chronalo^cal order of the cvangHisIs ck«crrc regard, tbc 
niinistrr of .Icaua ia Samoiia most hare jmccdul the prohibittoD 
conlaint^ in Kts instructions to bis dtsciplcs on thctr lirst mission. 
For tlic scene of lliat mUsion being Galiifc, nml there lieinj; no space 
for its occurrence during the short stny which, ncci>rding (o ili« tbanb 
evangelist, Jesus made in that pro\-incc before the first passovcr (ii. 
1 — 13.). it must he placed after that passovcr ; and, as the visit to 
Samaria wafl made o« his jonrnev, sficr that visit also. How, then, 
could Jesus, aftw liaving with the most desirable issue, {icrsonally 
tsDsht in Suiiaria, and presented liimseU' as the Mcssinh, forbid hu 
disciples to aary tlitlher Ihcir messianic tidingsT On the other 
liand, if the sccnea narrated bv .fohn occurcd after tlic command re- 
corded by ^laltbew, tlio disciples, instead of n-ondcrins that .Tcsua 
talked ao eamcotly with a teoman (John iv, 27.), ought rather to 
have wondered that lie held any converse with a Samaritan.' 

ffince then of the two extreme narratives at Imst, in ^laithow 
and JfAxa, neillwr preauppoma the other, we must either doubt the 
authenticity of the exclusive command of Jcsua, or of Itis connexion 
with tho inhabitants of Samaria. 

In this conflict Wtween lite gmtpels, we liave a^iu the advaiitofc 
of appealing to tlic Ilook of Acta ait an umjHre. Ileforc ]*«t«r, at the 
divine instigalion, had received tlie ltn>t fruils of tJte (_ionlilcs into 
\ho. Mi'^xiah * kin^lom, I'hihp the deacon, being drivm from Jem- 
sak-iR i)y the pwscculion of which Stcplicii's death was the com- 
mencement, jonrwycti to the city of Sumana, wliwe he pmched 
Christ, and by iniracles of ail kinds n-on ibc Hnmaritanit to thefaitli, 
and to the rewjrtion of baptism (Acts viii. 6 ff.). This narralivo is 
.a complete confni)it to that of lite tinit ndmirivion of the 4}«ntiles: 
'while in tlie oite rlu^ni wa»i nt-rd of a virion, and a special inliiiui- 
lion from Ihc 8p>ril, to bring Pclcr into comwunicalion witli tbc 
heathens; in tlie other, I'liiliji, wiilK>ul any precedent, nnliesitat- 
^ingly baptizes tlie Samarilans. And lest it sliould be said tlint tl>o 
^eaooii was {icrhapii of a mon lilieral sjnrit than the apostle. w« 
>'lia\'e I'eier InniM-Jf coming forthwith to Samaria in company with 
Uolm, — an incident which ibnns another jKiint of opjio^ition between 
Itlie two narratives; for, while the tirst admission of the Gentiles 
malcea ■ highly unliivourabic imfircs'sion on the mother church at 
Jenuak-m, tlic ropott that Samaria had received tfu itord of Oad 
meets with so warm an approval there, that tbc two nwet di»- 
tingnishod apostles .-ire commissioned to confirm and consummate 
(he work began by I'hilip. The tenor of lliis proceeding makes it 

* SoBw irroaMiQalT aiiriliuM thli mntiiiii lo iMr asnUt* j tMlnlOcU l.&tSS. 
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not improbable that rliere wan a precedent for it in tbc conduct of 
Jeans, or at 1i>^itl a xanetion In liiit PX|)rp»»ion». 

The narralivo in the fonrlli (Josnel (iv.) would form a perfect 
precpdeut in the otidnct of Jesuit, but wo havfl yet to cxamino 
whether it War the Kfanip of hUtorkal credibility. \Vc do not, 
with the antlior of till? Pn>babili»i, slumble at the deMgnatton of the 
Iix^ality, and the op-ninf; of the oonvm-aation between Jcftua and lh« 
woman ;" but frwin v. Ifi inclusivi'ty, there arc, mt )m|iarlia] exposi- 
tors eonfcftii.t inany gmvc diffioidlieit. Tlic woman had entreated 
Jejtiut to giv« her of the water wliieh was for ever to extinsuiaJi 
thinil, and Jesuit imincJiatety »nyst, (r'o, oill thy hiiiftand. Why 
RO? It haK b(yn said that Jd^u*. well knowing; llint the woman bad 
no lawful hn^ixtn'l, »Oii^'lit (o i^htmie lii'r, and bring her to repent- 
anccj Lilekr^ diMiijiprovin;; the imputntion of dii<:<iiniulKtion to Je> 
su^ conjectures thut, jx-ix-eiving the woiDiiii'x duhiras, he hoped by 
RUinmoning iu-r huKMml, powibly hi'r Mi])erior in intelligence, to 
erciite sn c^iportunily for n more briieficinl conversiition. But if Jo- 
fnu, «a it prcsiiiitly appcnrs, knew lliiit the woman Ii.id not mX the 
lime any proper liusbiiiu!. he could not in etirncst dcsirt; her to sum- 
mon him ; nnd if, aa LUckc allows, he Iiad (hut knowluilgc in » su- 
pernatural manner, it could not be hidden from him, who knew what 
\ea» in man, tliat slic would be little inclined to comply with his 
injunction. If however, he hnd a prescience tlinl what he rwiuired 
would not be done. t!ic injunction ivas a tV'int, and liad some Litcnt 
object, lint that ihiii object was tlie penitence of the woman there 
is no indication in the text, for the ultimate cl!ect on her is not 
flhamc and jionitence, but faith in the prophetic insight of Jesus (v. 
19). And this was doubtless what Jesna wished, lor the narrative 



proceed: 



8 aa if lio had att.iinod Ma purpose with the woman, and the 
issue corresponded lo the design. '1 he dithculty here lies, not so 
much in wli.it r-ihke lemis disslnmlation. — since tliia conies under 
the category of blanieleas lem[>1ation (mtfia^ttv), elsoivhere OCCUP- 
ing, — as in the violence with which Je8u)> wrests an ojijiortuiiity 
for the displiiy of liis prophetic gifts. 

IJy a trHn»Iiton equally itlinipt, tlic woman urges llie converaa- 
lion Ui a [Kiiiit st which the Messiohship of Josu* may become fillly 
evident. Aa siwn as she has n-eogniEcd .Icsus to be a {irDphet, ane 
liasteiLS to conjjult him on the conlrovcrsy pending Witwofn ih* Jews 
and Somnritans, as to the pUcc appropriated lo the true worship of 
God {v. 20.). Tliat so vivid an interest in (his national and Tcli^oos 
quCKtiou is not consistent with the limited mental and ctrcums Initial 
COndili^>ii of the woman, the niajoritv of modem comnientntois vip- 
tually confess, by their adoption of ific opinion, that her diitt in tliL* 
miiark was to turn away the conversation from her own nlTuirt'.t 
If tlien the implied queiy eonceming the place for tho true wurship 
of God, liad no serious interest for the woman, bat was prompted by 

• Brciwlinvldcr, in *i\\>. &. 4T ft. UT f. t Lilcka, 1, S. C!U a } Tbcluck, ia toe. 
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a (alse shtimc cjilculittc<l to )iindcr confession ukI rcpentanco, thMB 
expoeilor* aboal<I remember what they clacwhcre repeat to satiety,* 
that in (he goitpvl of John liio answera of Jesus refer not bo much 
lo tlic oslenpibli! meaning of questions, aa to the under eurwut of 
feeling of which tlicv are tlie indications. In accordanco with Uiis 
method, Je^us should not liave aiiHwcred tlie sTlifieial question of 
tbc woman as if it lind been one of deep icnoiisness: he ought rather 
to have evaded it* and recurred to tlic already detected atuin on her 
cotiKciencc, which she wa^i now se^^king to bide, in onier if poaiiiblc 
to luring licr to a full conviction and 0|>cn avowal of her gnilt. Uut 
the iiiet h iltat titc object of ilie evangi-biti wn^ to Khow thut Ji!:«us 
bad been recognized, not ineivly as ii jiixiplicl, but as the &[eN;«iali, 
and he believed titat to tnni liic convenwtion to liw qnostion of the 
Icgitiniate |)I»ec for the woncbip of Ciod, the solution of which was 
cspectcfl from the >[ejt.-i!a|i,t would best conduce to that end. 

Je«ax evinces (v. 17.) an acquaintance wilb tlxs pa«t history 
and nTCjwilt iio^itioii of t)tc woman. The ralioiialiEts liavc ctulcav- 
oured to espliiin tltis by tli« Mip}>o«ition, liint while Jc«UB sat at (he 
well, an<l tlie woman wa« advancing from the city, some passcr-bv 
hinted to bini that he liad better not engage in conversation with 
her, as slie was on tlic natch to obtain a sixlh husband. [ But not 
to insist on the improbiibilily thut a pasacr-by sltould hold a colloquy 
with Jesus on tltC character ol an obscure woman, tiic fi'icnda as 
well as the enemies of the fourth gospel now agree, that everv natu- 
ril e-^itlanation of that knowledge on llie part of Jeaua, tliioctly 
oounteracts the design of the evangelist.l For according to him, ilic 
disclosuro whicli Jesus makes of hi.t piixily to the woman's uitimalc 
ooncernis is the immediate cause, not only for ita own faith in him, 
but of that of many iuluibilaiifs of tlic dly (v. 39.), and he obviously 
tntcnfls to imply that tlicy wt-re not too precipitate in receiving hini 
aa a propla-l, oh tiiat ground akMte. Tluis in the view of the evan- 
gelist, the knowledge in question ins an eflluenee of tliu higher nat- 
ure of Ji'sus, and modem HitpraiiatunillJitA aditere lo this explanatioit, 
adducing in itii support (he jiower whicli John allriUitOi to hint (li. 
24f.),of diMcerning what is in man without ihe aid of extcnud leati- 
mony. Q But this docs not meet the (.'a-te.; fur Jesus here not only 
knows wJiat ia in (lie ivoiiian, — her ]ire»ent npiivocui «late of mind 
towards liint who l» uot Iier husband,— iw has cogniuinoc also of 
the extrinsic tact (hal she has had tive husbands, of whom we cao- 
DOt suppose that each bad Idl a distinct image in her miud traceable 
by tlic observation of Jc«us. Tliat by means of the jicnctrativc aco- 
men with whicli lie Ecmtiniicd the hcarlB of those wiih whom he had 
to do, Jesus should also have a prophetic insight into his own mes- 
sianic destiny, and tlic fortunes <^ lus kingdom, may under a certain 
view of his pcrwu appcvr probable, aiid in any case must bo deemed 

" K C Tholuck, t> mar f—agii. f Omp. StUUctn. Kara. I. S. 9TD C H'MMiiii, 
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in tlie tiighest degroc dignified ; but that he slioiild be ocquaintL-d, 
even to tlie most trivjji] dcloilK, witJi tlic ad^'cntittoiu bistorjr of ob- 
iUMTC. iiiiliviiliutliii, t» All iilva tlmt <.\cmiiles him in proportion to the 
exaltation of liIs proplictic dignity, bucli viDpincal Knotcin^nMS (not 
ontnivcivncc) would moreover annihilate tlie human consciooaneas 
wliieh the orthodox view sujipoacs to ocx-xist in J«sns.* But the 
)>08«CH>iion of this knonlcdgi;, bon-cvcr it may clash with our con- 
ecption of dignity and wisdom, closely corrcs|Kmda to tho JcwiBh 
notion of A prophet, more e»])ccially of tlic Jlcssiah ; in the Old Tca- 
tamcnl, Daniel rccitca a dream of XcbneliadnczKar, which ibat mon- 
arch Jiimself Itad forsottcn (Dan. ii.) : in the Qemcntine Ilomilks, 
tho true prophet ia o Td»T^»r« mii-ro eliiwf Tttfiir yryovilra tlf tyt- 
VKTO, Til di yivi'iimra (ic yiifrat, t& Hi iabfuva (if larat jf and ihc raU- 
binH number «uch a knowledge of personal ^ccrtitA among the signs 
of the Mes«iaii, and observe tliat from the want of i(, Ilar-Cocbcbn 
was detected to be a p8cudo-Mcssiali.t 

Farther on (v. 23.) Jcaus rcTcnls to t!ic woman what Hnac terms 
tbc sublime^it principle of his rebgion. nimiely, that the ecrviee of 
God consists in a lite of piety; tefls her that nil ccncmoninl worsldp 
18 about to be abolishtrd ; and llmt be in the ijcraoiingc who will cflfect 
this momentous change, that U, the Jlcasi^i. We bavc already 
shown it to be improbable that Jo^ua, who did not give his disciolca 
to understand that he was tbo Mcssiali until a comparatively late 
period, ahoulfl make au early and distinct disclosure on the subject 
to a 8ainaritait woman. In wltat resjwct was she worthy of a com- 
munication more exphcit than ever tell to the lot of the disciples? 
What could induce Jesiia to send roaming into the futurity of re- 
ligious history, tbc contem[>lalion of a woman, whom be aliould 
rather have induced to ejuiminc bcrscif, and to ponder on llio cor- 
ruplioHH of licr own heart ? NoDiing but tlie wish to elieit &oiii her, 
at any eodt, and without regard to lier moral benefit, an aclcnowl- 
cdgemimt, not only of bis prophetic gifts, but of liis Mesxiabship ; 
to which end it was n<^s:cBKiry to give tbc conversation the above 
direction. But so contracted a, design can never be imputed to Je- 
SU8, who on other occasions, exemjtlitics a more suitable mode of 
dcsling with mankind: it ia tJie design of the glorifying legend, or 
of an idoalijEiiig biogrnpiicr. 

Meanwhile, continues tlio narrative (v. 27.), the disciples <tf Je- 
sus rotumod itom the city with provisions, and marvelled tliat he 
talked with a woman, conliary to rabbinical rule.} While the woman, 
excited by lite la»t di-tcloaure of Je»us, baslena homeward to invite 
her fcllow-citixena to come and bidjold tiie ^lesrdali-like stranger, tbc 
disciples entreat bim to partake of the food they have proourod ; bo 
answers, / have nuxit to eat (futt ye knoia not ((f (v. 32). They, 
misuiiderstanibng his words, imagine tJiat tome [lenon liait .supplied 
bim with food in their absence : one of tliotc carnal interpretations 
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of cxpres^iions intended spintually hy Jcsns, whiclt arc of pcipctnal 
rccurrrrnce in t)ic fmirtli goepdi an«l ore Uwrcfon kiisuiciouB. Tlicn 
foUowx n iItsconr$c on iwvring and reaping (v. 35 fE), which, com- 

Snred with V. 37., un oidj mean Ibat wtiat Jcsiii* fuu «}wn, Uic 
litL-ijiIcK will n-ap.* Wc admit that this is sosoepliUu of tliv ccn- 
vtal iiiivnirctatioii, that the germ of tlic kingdom of Goil, which 
hlosMDird and bore fniit under the coltivalion of the apostles, tvas 
lintt deposited in the world hy Je«ua : bat it cannot be denied tliat 
a «{)CciHl application is aUo intended. Jesus foresees lliat the wonuui. 
who is luistcning towards the city, will procure him an opportunity 
of sowing the seed of the gospel in Samaiin, and lie promises the 
di»c-iple» that they at a future time shall reap tlic truits of his la- 
boun. Who is not here reminded of the propagation of Christianity 
in Samaria by Philip and the ajMWtles, as narrated in the Actstf 
Tliiil, even abstracting all 8H[}crn.imra]i'ini from OUT tdo) of the per- 
snn of Jejtus, he might have fureaeen lliis progress of his cause in 
Samaria from his luiowIedgQ of its inhabitants, is not to bo denied ; 
but 04 the above liguralive prediction forms part of a whole more 
tluui improbablo in an historical point of view, it is oqoally liable lo 
au»picton. especially as it is oaar to show how it might originate 
withont any foundation in &ct. Aocording to the prevalent tradition 
of tlic ejirly church, as recorded in the sj-noptical gos|»eIa, Jeans la- 
boured |>crsonally in Galilee, Judco, and I'crea only, — not in Sa- 
maria, which, however, as wo loam from the Acts, embraced the 
gospel at no remote ]>CTiod from his death. How rAitural the ten- 
dency to perfect the agency of Jesua, by rcpreacnting him to hare 
sown the licavonly !iced in Samaria, thuii extending hia ministry 
throogh all parts of Palestine ; to limit ilie glory of the apostlea and 
other tocbers lo that of being tli« mere rca)ie.rti of the harvest in 
Samaria ; and to put this distinction, on a suitable occasion, into tlie 
month of Jestia * 

'riio ^e.sul^ tliett, of our examination of John's Samaritan nar- 
nitivc is, that we cfliinot receive it as a real hiatoiy: and the tm- 
prcsBtan which it IravcH at, a whole teiuU to the same couclu.«ion. 
Since Heraeieon and Orij^en.J the more ancient commentators lia«« 
seldom refnuited from giving the interview of Jestua with the woman 
of Samaria an all^orieal iiiicrfiTClation, on the ground that the en- 
tire scene has a Wvndur}- and poetic eoloiuin^ Jesoa is seated at 
a well, — tliat idyllic locality with which lite old Hebrew li^nd a^ 
socialeA so many critical incidents ; at the identical well, moreover, 
which a tradition, founded on Gen. xxxiii. Itf; xlviii. 23; JosIl 
xxiv. 32, n^nrted to liavv been given by Jacob lo his ten Jo*eph ; 
henoe llic apot, in addition to its idyllic interest, has tlic more (Its 
cided eonimcration of national an<I patriarchal recollections, ami is 
all the more worthy of being trodden by the Moisiah. At llio well 
Jesus movts with a n-oman who has come out to draw water, ju.ft 
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as, in the Old Testament, tbe expectant Eliczcr cncounlcrs licbekah 
Willi licr pitclicr. ami aa Jacob meets with KacheU llio dei^tiiied an- 
ccstrcaa of Isiacl, or Mo«8 willi liic fiilniie ivife, Jesua bcga of tlie 
woman 1o let biiD drink ; bo does Eliczcr ol' Rcbckab ; after Jc.tii^ 
luB made bimself known to tb« woman aa tlic iMet^alali, she mns 
b«ck to tbc city, and felidica her ncighboura : ao Rcbckah, iifter VM- 
ezor has announced blinaelf aa Abraham's steward, and llaohel, nfier 
ahe baa dist^ovcreJ that Jaeob is her khiaman, hasten hoinewiird to 
call their frieiida to wftlcotno the honoured giieat. It i.t, certainly, 
not one hlanudess aa those parly molhera in laraeL whom Jl^^us here 
encounters ; for this woman eamo forth as the reprearntuilvv of an 
impure people, ivho liad been taitliless to their marriage liond with 
Jehovah, and were then livhig in the practice of a false worship; 
while her (rood-will, her deticJeiil moral ctren^lh, and itcrobtuscni-sa 
in spiritual Hiinjp*, pcrfivlly lyj'ifj' the aetnal slate of th<' S.-imniitans, 
Tims, thii interview of Je,*iis with the ivonuin of 8<miiirin, i« only 
a pOGtictd roproAcntation of bi» ininistrv umou^ ihe Suinaritnns nar- 
rated in the sequel ; and this is ils«rlf .1 k-jfi-ndiry prelude to t ho pro- 
pagation of the gosjicl (Ji Samaria after ilie <lcftib of Jcstu. 

K*'nouncing tlic cvetit in oucstion as unbisloricai, wc know noth- 
ing of any connexion foniicd by Jesus with the Samaritans, and 
there remain n* indientions of his views re;^.irdiiig thoni, only hia fa- 
vourable notice of an individual from amon^ tiiwn. (Luke svii, IC); 
Eiis unpropilioii^ reception in one of their villages (Luke ix. 53,); the 
prohibition with respect to them, addressed to his disdplca (.Matt, x, 
5,); the eulogistic pamblc, (Luke x. 30. ff.)i s"*! his valedictory 
command, that the gospel should be preached in Samaria (Acts i. 8). 
This cxprcaa command being 8ubac'|Ui:iit to the I'caurreclion of Je- 
sus, ila reality must remain problematieni for ua until wo haw ex- 
amined the evidence for tliat capital fiict ; and it ia to be tjiicstioned 
whether without it, and not withstanding the alleged prohibition, the 
unhesitating conduct of the apostles, Acta viii., can be explained. 
Arc wc then to suinioae on the [lart of the apostolic hiatory, n caa- 
celJii^ of hejuitntioiis and deliberations thnt really occuiTed ; or on 
the part of Matthew, an unwarnuiled ascription of national bigotry 
to Jesus; or, finally, ou tlie port of Jesiia, a progrefsivc cnbrg»- 
inent of view ? 
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CHAPTER V. 
TlIK DISCIPLiS OP JESUS. 



S 70. CAI,I.IXO OF THK FIRST COIIPAXIONII OF JKHm — IUFFERRNXE 
IIETWKKS T11E ETASGF.LlfiTS AND THE POLBTII. 

TuE first tvro o'iingcIiBU agree in etating tlwt JcauB, when iralk- 
ing by the sea of Gnlilw, called, (irst, the two hrolliors Andrew and 
Pcicr, and iiumediaielv after. Jantca and John, to forsake their fish- 
ing nets, and to follow him (Matt. iv. 18 — 22; Mark i. lU — 20). 
The fourth evangelist also narrates (i. 35—51.) liow the first dis- 
^plcs came to atlacli themselves to Jesns, and among litem we lind 
Pclcr and Andrew, and. in all probability. John, for it is generally 
agreed that the nameless companion of Andrew was that lUtiroatcly 
favourite apditllc. .James is absent from this account, and instead 
of Ilia vocation, we have that of Philip .ind Xailianael. But ev<^ii 
when the pcnw>ns are lite same, all the paitieulars c^ tlicir meeting 
twith Jesus arc variously detailed. In tlie two synoplical so«pcl«, 
Ftlw scene in (Ite eoa»t of titc (.iaiitean eka: in the fourlli, Andrew, 
[ Peter, and the.ir nnonyinouii frivnd, unite tlKmnelvoit to Jctns in the 
Ticinity of the Jordan; I'hiliji and Nallianael, on the way fran 
thence into Galilee In the fonner, again, Jwas in two instances 
I calls a [Kiir of brothers ; iu the latter, it i* lirst Andrt-w mid his com- 

J union, then IVler, and anon I'liili]) anil Nalhatuicl, who meet with 
Gsus. Hut tlie most inipoHant difTereiiijc i* ihi*: nhiK in Mat- 
tltew and Mark, tiie brethren arc aiUed from llieir Ibifiing iiimicdi- 
lutely by Jrsns ; in John, notlung more i* said of llw reHjiccliw «it- 
luation;* of lliosc wlio wi-re tHiminone>l, than thai they lyrnf, and aiv 
1 founds and Jesus himself calls only Philip ; Andrf w and liis namo- 
^l«s:t conifxinion )x-iiig directed to him by the Baptist, Peter brought 
1 1>y Andrew, and NathanacI by I'hilip. 

Thus the two tuurrnti^Ta appear to refer to separate events ; attd 
if it be asked which of those ci'cnta was prior to the other, we most 
reply tiiat John scenitf to assign the earlier date to his incidents, for 
he represents them as taking place before the return of Jejitu from 
the scene of his tnpiiittn into Galilee; while tiu> synoiiiisis place 
theirs aflcr that jouniey, cai>odaIly \i, according to a calculation aU 
ten adopted, we K^nl the reium into (iaiiief--, which they make bo 
■mjurtant an epoeli, as being that from the first jiassovcr, not from 
the baptism. It is o-ident, loo, from the inlrin^ic nature of the oo> 
cumnceA reported by tho fourth evangelist, tliut ihcy conld not have 
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succocdrd tiio»e in )[attlicw and Muk. For if, o-t i\iPMi nrilcrs tctl 
U3, Andrew and Jnliii Iiad already followed Ji^muk, llit-y ould not 
agiit\ he iii tlic tnt'm of tlie Baptist, a» we wte tlicin in llie fourth 
«)apcl, nor would il imve i)ccn ncoensaiy for llial Icaclior to luivc 
directed their altention to Jestu; ncitltvr if Peter liad nlnruily been 
called b_v Jesus him»clt' (o become n fiidier of men, wb* iIibitc nny 
Deed for hi« liix)ther Andrew to bring Iiini to hi* already iductcd mas- 
ter. Nc^ei-llnrk'ss, expositors with one voitv licirliirc th»t the two 
narratives aru cquiilly adapted to prcceib-, or follow, each other. 
The fourth gospel, say tlicy," recounts merely llic tirsl introduction 
of tlitiec; men to Jesua : tbcy did not forthwith become his constant 
followers, bat were first installed by .tcsus in their proper diseiplo- 
sliip on the occasion which the syno|)tists liave ]>rcserved. 

Ix^l us teat the jiiatncsa of their view. In tlic synoplic*il nam- 
tivc Je^us sayB to Ilia future disciples, C'anie iiflcr iii^^ ilfCre Arztou 
/tow. and the rcault ia that lliey follow liim {I'ln'/iAaiOtiaaf uvrCt). If 
we uaderstand from tiiia that the diaciplcs ihcnocforlh coimtMilly 
followed Jesua, how can we give a diScrcnt inicrjirctation to tuo 
similar cxpr(-S!>i<iii in tiie fourth goapel, J'Ulow ?/«■, dKo>.ovOu fiM ? 
It ill Iherefctie a liiiidabli! eouHtittency in I'aulu.i, to »cc, in Will in- 
9laiii;eii, nicrt-Iy lui iiivilation lo a temporary eoin]jaiiioii!!!iip during 
a walk iu the tmmeihitte neighlwurhood.t Ifut ihii* interpretation 
in incumpaliblo with the synoptiod history. How could Peter, at 
a later period, sny so emphoticnlly lo Jwu*, IKii Aave trjl all, and 
f^lwaxd tiuf : what shall lee have t/tenfovK T — how could Jcstu 
promise lo liim and to every one wbo had forsaken houses, &/i. a 
tiuiidredl'ohl rccompciise (Matt. xi.x. 27 fT), ifliuj^ fursakuig and fol- 
lowing had been so transient and interrupted ? From these consi<l- 
cntioits alone it is probable that the annXovOa ftoi in John alao d&- 
notes tbc eommencemcnl of a permanent connexion ; but there are 
besides the plainest indications that tlus ia the case in the context 
to the narrnti^'c, I'rccUely as in the synoptical goapela, Jcsua ap- 
pears alone before the sci^iie of the vocation, but al'ter this on evcjy 
tit occasion the attnuliuiec of hla diaciplca ia mentioned: so in the 
fourth gOi*]iel, from tin: lime of llie occurrence in question, tli« pr^ 
Tiously solitary Je»u« iii)pear» iu the com|)any of his diaciplea (iL 2; 
xiL 17; iii. 22; iv. 8, 27, &c.). To »ay thai these diseiplea, ao 
ifuinfd in Pei'O'-a, ngsiti cliiipcrsud theru.itilvcjt after the return of Je- 
sus into GiiUk-e,t is to do violence to tlie gotpols out of iiHrinoiiiHliu 
Txal. But even supposing such a dii^pcision, Ihey could ikiI, in the 
abort time wbicli it is possiblu to allow for ihcir H^iiai-alion from Je- 
sua, have become so completely stmiigers to him, lliat he would 
bavo been obliged to ro-opcn an acquninlatice with tiieiu after tbe 
manner narrated by ibo synoptical writers. (Still le^n jirohablc t» il 
that Jesus, after having uisdnguishcd Simon in tbc niui;t iiuUvidual 

* Kninnl, C<»iini. in Jlitlli. )>. IDOi LDcha, Comm. (am Joh. 1, S. 386 i 01>baiiMii 
UMbKliBr Camm., I. S. 197; Hoc. Lal'n J«>u, i^M, (it. t l^ifU J«o. >. t. 3- Sl^ 
t Panltw, Lilicu Jaiii, 1, ■, S. ItSi SMibrt, Uliw iluu t-'npruns U. •. C. d. T^l. 
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' mtniMr l>y lln; Mirnatnc CepliM on tl:oir fiivt interview, wotiltl on a 
kter occsi^iun nililre«it to him Umj Aiminions to be ^JfrAer of man — 
R dBsHiwtion nhidi wm.-« romiiion to itll the tlisciplra. 

The rnttonnliittic coiiimniuilon* |K-n-circ a special a'lvanlogc in 
their position of the two narrative*. It Bccoonts. say they, for wlwt 
must otbcTwi»c Ixi in tlic Iiighcst degn-e surprising, nnmclj, that Je- 
8Ui merely in parting, nnd Ht tlur ^n;t glance, aliould eliooi>c four 
liahcrmvn for his disciple^ nnd that among tlicni he sliould ha^x 
alighted on the two most distinguislH-d apoiitles; that, moRWrer, 
tlicfic four men, actively employed in their business, should leave it 
on the instant of their receiving an etiignuilicsl sammons ftom n man 
with whom they hatl no intimate nc<{uaintance, and devote tliem- 
selves to him as his f<^Ion'ers. Now on comparing the fourth gos- 
)>el, «c sec that Jesus had Ie3riic<] to know tlwse men long bdore, 
and that they, too, had had demonstration of his excellence, wltcocc 
il lit easy to understand the felicity of his choice, and their readiness 
to follow him. But this apparent advantage is the condemning cii^ 
cumstanoc in tlie above poKition ; for nothing can more directly 
counteract the intention of the first two evangelists, tlian to suppose 
a previous acifunintnncG between Jesus and the brethren whom he 
sonunona to tbllow him. In both gospels, great stress is laid on the 
£Nct that they imiiuttuiffly riWwf left ilidr nci*. resolved to follow 
Jcsos: tlic writers must thcrefbrc ba»-c dccnic<l tliia something "-x- 
traordiitaiT, which it certainly was not, if these men had pieinously 
lieen in lus train. In ivJation to Jesua also, the point of the nar- 
rative tics in his having, with a prophetic ^irit, and at the Brst 
gUnoet selected the right individuals, not luxttiny that any tAouid 
Untifif of matt, Jor he kncte Khat ujas in man, according to John 
ii. 26, and tlms {ire^nling one of the cliaractetiatics whidi tlie Jews 
oxpccted in their Messiah. 

If, tlK-n, e»ch of these two diverse namliveA pK^e.isea to dcA- 
cribc the firiit acquaiutnnee of Jcsiis with his nto:tl diatingoished 
disciple^ il follows (hat one only con be correct, while tho other a 
neccK.«.-irily erroneoiUL' It is oar todk to imiuirc which has the more 
intrinsic proofa of x-eracity. With respect to liie synoptical repre- 
sentation, we sluint the dit!kully which is felt by Paulus, in reg^ird- 
iog il as a tmc account of the first interview between tho parties. 
A penetiation into the character of men at the fir«l glance, each aa 
is here supposed to have been evinced by Jcsii.-s tnii^eend* all tliat 
is iwturally |)0»Mble to tho niottt fortunate and pntctiivid knowledge 
I of mankiniL The nature of man i.t only revealed by his words And 
1 actions; the gift of diMCcming it without these meatu, belongs to tlw 
visioaBiy, or to tlul species of intuition for whidi the rabbinical d^ 
fiignation of this mcaaianifi attribute, odunntdo huiicar<,\ ia not at 
all too monstrous. Scarcely lc«s improbable is the unhesitating 
obedience of ilte disciples, for Jcsos hnd not yet aci|uircd his Gab- 
leao £amc ; and to account for tliis pfumptitudc wc must snppoae 
• So IVtUwtMv la Matt p. 189. f ScttuttgoB, tote, U. |i. »73. 
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that iIk voice and will of J«nt8 Iiaj n coprci\-c influence over mindR, 
uidejxMitleiilly of pT«]iunittnii aiwl niotivf«,* wliifli woulil be to com* 
plele tlie increJiliilUy of ihe narnilive Ly lulding a m^^cnl trait to 
tlio viiuonary oni; alrviuly «x{io»cd. 

If tlit^se in-gutivr. nrf^irnciits nre ilccmcd strong i»m>u^i to nniiul 
thoprcteiuionituf tdviiiirnttivc toftji liistoricHl clinnrtcr, tbcmllcnui* 
live is to luyign to it ■ mytliical interpret lit tun, if we can show 
on positive pvuixU thiit it might hnvc been coiulnicti^il in a tm- 
ditional nintuirr without historicnl foumlation. As Mil(M]iinir in* 
duceownls to Ihc fonnnf ion of such a li^-nd. wr mny i>oint, not only 
to tlic al)ovc cited Jcwieh notion cf thi; ^tlox^iith an the sciiR-hcr of 
licarty, Lnl to a spccitic type of ihia vocnrion of (lie ii(iomI1cs, 
contained in iho narrative (t Kings x\x. VJ — 21.) of the mude in 
which Ihe proidict Ktijah summoned Kli^hn to hccome his follower. 
Hcrii J«-:su8 calls the brethren from their nets and their fiithing; 
there (he prophet calls liie future di»eiple from the oxen and the 

E lough; in both cnses there is a transition from »implp, phygioal 
ibour, to tlic highest syiritual office — a coiitnutt which, an i» «• 
CRiplilicd in the lioman history, tradition is njit either tu cheriith or 
to CTCflte. Further, the fiahcrmcn, at the ciJJ of Jwu-S forsake 
tli(-ir nets and follow him ; so Elii^hA, when KHjnh auti hu mantle 
over him, I'-J't the oxfn, and ran after JCfij'ih. 'l']\\* ij» one ap- 
piireiit divergency, which is a yet more striking [iroof of l!io relation 
between t\\K two narrativra, tlian is iheir gcnerul similarity. The 
prophet's disciple entreated that before he attached himgi-lf entirely 
to Elijah, he mi^ht ho permitted to ta^e leave of \\\» futlier and 
mother; and the prophet docs not hesitate to grant him this request, 
on the understood condition that Elisha should ^t^tu^l to him. 
Similar petitions arc olfcrcd to Jcsns (Luke ix. 59 if.; Matt. viiL 
21 £) by some whom ho hail called, or who had vohititeercd to 
follow him; but Jcsus does not acci'dc to these ix><{iie:tt» : on the 
contrary, he enjoins the one who wished prcviounly to bury his 
&thcr, to enter on his diiicipleahip without delay ; and the other, 
who bad beg^d [term i.-w ion to bid farewell to lus fricutU, he nt once 
dismisseit us wntil for the kingdom of Go»L In strong contTa,it with 
the divided spirit nmiiife--<teil by these feeble proiiejylea, it Is said 
of the njiosil^A, tliat tliey, without asking any dehiy, immediately 
foreook their occupation, and, in llio case of James and JohI^ their 
father. Could any thing Iwtray more clearly than thi« one feature, 
that the narrative is an einbellisbod imitation of tluit in the Old 
Testament, intended to show tliat Jesus, in his ehiimcler of Messiah, 
cxueted a more decided adhesion, accompanied with greater sacri- 
ticcs, than IClijah, in his character of Prophet nuri'ly, required or 
was authorised to rc(piirc?t The historical germ uf the narrolirc 
may be this ; Hcveriil of the moat auinent disci|i!es of Jesus, par- 
ticularly I'eter, (Iwellinj; on the shores of llic w-a of Ualilee, had 
been tjshemieii, whence Jcsua during their euhsetjuent apostolio 
* Pauliu. nt (up. f FbuIiu, aug lUndU. 1. 11> & 4C I. 
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agency may have somctimcts Btj-lod them ^^ahert of inen. But 
williOHt doubt, their relation with Jesus n-aa fonneil gradnallr, like 
otlier liuman ivlntioD?, Atiil is only derated inlo a tnar%'c[ ibrough 
tbc obliriousn«M of tradition- 

Bjr removins the BTDopttcal Dnmlive we make room for thit 

of J<^in : but woetlicr wo arc to roceive it a» historicnl, can only be 

decide*] by aii examination of its matter. At ihc very oat^et, it 

cxcitvs no Civourable prejudice, that John \\ik Itaptiat is iho one 

who dirccU llie (trsl two disciples to Jesii* ; for if iheic be any trulh 

in the rciirc-K'nliilion (pven in a fonniT citnptcr of the rcUiion 

between Jc«u4 and llie uapti^t, nonte diiwriuli-x of tlie latter might, 

indeed, of tJwir own accord altach tbemitctvex to Josus, funncrly 

their fellow-disci j>h-, but fiolbi»j| could b« farther from ilie iiiti>niion 

of the Baptist tluiu to resign lit^t own uiliicrenla To Jexu.t. Tliij 

particular eccms indclilcd for ils cxintcnce to the a)>oli)gciii: inlcrrat 

of the fourth gospel, which M'vk* lo Ktrenglheii llit- cnus<^ of Jc«il8 

by lite tealimony ol' llie Baptist. V'urilier, iliat Andrew, after one 

cvcning'a intercourse witli Jcmu, itliould announce liiin to liis brother 

with the words. We hav^ found lh« Meaiah (l 42.); that Philip 

too, iminediaicly after lits call, xlioiild itpeok of him in a similar 

manner to NaihanacJ (v. -16) ; U an ini|>Tobabiliiy which I know 

not how to put strongly enough. \Vc gather from the synoptical 

statement, which kk have above decided to be trn.tlwoiihy, that 

aome lime was necessary for (Jic discitiles lo reengiijjK! Jesua as llic 

Messiah, and openly confess thctr belief through tlieir spokesman 

Peter, who»u tardy discernment Jcsos would have been incorrect in 

panegyrizing as a divine rovcUition. it' it amounted to no more tluui 

what waa coniinunicaled to turn by hi> broiltcr ;Vitdrew at the 

commencement of hijt dittcipleship. I'j'jiiully unn;ilural \a the manner 

in which Jesus \» fmA to have teceivod Simon. IIo accosts him 

with the words, Tfwt* flrt Simon, /Ad mn o/' Jona,—~a mode of 

salutation which M-enut, aji Iti-ji^O hiu> wi-11 n-markcd, to imply 

that Je^ns liiid n >iii|><mialuntl auiiiuilntan<:i; willi the name and 

origin of a man pir-viuiu^ly unknown to Itiiii, analogous to his cogni- 

z.ince of the number of the SamaTitau woman's huabands, and of 

Xathonacl's presence under the fig-tree. Jesus then proceeds to 

beaiow on Simon tlie s^iticant saniarae of Cophas or Peter. If 

we arc not inclined to degrade the speech of Josua into buffoonery, 

by referring this appdiation to the bodily organisation of the disciple," 

wa must Bujjpose that Jeaus at the tirst ^anee, with tlie eye of 

him who knew hearts, penetrated into the inmost ttatura <^ Simon, 

and discovered not only his general lilne^s for the auostli'«h))i, but 

also the special, individual nualities which renderexl hini comparable 

to a n>cli. AcoMdJng to Matllkew, it was not until after long in- 

tcreoiirse with .Tceos, and after be had given many manifestations 

of hit |>^-iiliAr character, that this sunuime ivas conterred on Simon. 

accompanied by an explanation of its meaning (xvL 18.): cridoDtly 

• Pnliu, Uba imm, I, a, S. 168. 
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a macli more niiturn] accoant of tlic matter than tltat of the foiulfa 
evnngelist, who nwkcs Jcsua discern at the firat ginnce the future 
raliie of Simon .to liis cause, nn odorando judicare which tranKonds 
the itjriio|itIcn[ rvprescntstion in the aamc ratio sa the dcchtralion. 
Thou khaU be calUd f?«;7A<i«, presupposes a more intimate biiowlcfkc, 
titan tlic proposal, I will vudee you jtsfias of men. Even alter 
a more lengthened conversation with I'etcr, audi as Locke fUjijOMr^, 
JftjUfl could not pronounce so decidedly on his cliaractcr, witliout 
being a acwrclicr of licans, or falling under the imputation of forming 
too prcdpitalc a jadginent. It id indeed po.i.iit>lc that the Chria- 
tiwi legend, atlracled \>y the aigniticance of tlie natun, may have 
TOprcaented Jesua aa its author, while, in Cict, Simon had bom« it 
from his birlh. 

The entire namitive concerning Nathanael i-i a (iitiiuo of improb- 
abilities. Wlieti Philip sjx-JiIcK to him of a Mc-^itiah from NaKatetlt, 
he makes the i^lchnttal an.4\ver. Can antf good thiiuj come out of 
JfasarefA (v. 47.) ? TIi(.-ro is no hi.-<lMrinil dalum for siipjMi.^irig that 
^axaretli, when Jcvtui hegan his niiiii-'ilry, wart the object o1 par* 
licalar odium or contempt,* and there is every probability llint the 
ad\'er8aricii of Christianity were the (ir»t to cast an aspersion on the 
natiTC city of the Mcsniili whom they rejected. In tfie time of J^ 
ttu, Nazareth was only depreciated by the Jews, ns being a GaUlcno 
city — a eligmii which it bovc in common with many others: but in 
this sense it could not be dcapiscd by Xathanacl, lor he wns himseU' 
a UahlcAi) (xxi. 'iX The only probable explanation is that n do- 
risirc quealion, vbich* at the time of the composition of the fourth 
gospel, tJie Christians had often to hear from then- opponents, was 
put into the mouth of a cotcmporary of Jc^us, that by ihc manner 
In which he was divested of his doubt, othci-s might be induced to 
comply with the invitation, to come and gcw Aa NathanacI ap- 
proaclies Jesuit, (he latter pronounces this judgment on his cluii-aclcr, 
Jiehoid aa laraelU^ hidecd^ in whom w no tfuifi (v. 4S.)! I'aulus 
■s of opinion that Je«iu might have previously gathered some inti- 
mations conci-miiig Nathanikd iit Cana, whcj-e ho Iiad just been at- 
tending a inarriafje of some rcInlion*.t Uul if Jesiut Lid become 
acquainted with Nathanacl's character in n natural way, he must, in 
answer to the question JV/iena knowett Ifmit iiui f either liave re- 
minded him of the occasion on which they hail luwl an earlier inter- 
view, or rofen-ed to the favourable report of others. Instead of this 
he apcaks of his knowledge that NathanacI had be*;n taiTying under 
a iigirec : a knowledge which ftwra its result is evidently intended 
to apjiear supernatumL Now to use informalion, obluineil hy ordi- 
nary means, so as to induce a belief that it lias been comtnunieated 
supcmatumlly, is cliarlaUmism, if anything deserve the name. As, 
however, the "narrator certainly did not mean to impute such aititice 
to Jcsuis, it is undeniably his intention to ascribe to liim a KU]>ejo 
natural knowledge of Natlianacl's elumielei'. .Vs tittle arc tlic words, 
• Vtd. LCKkr, S. 339 £ t Lit (dp. 
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WAen ihoH watl vnder the ^gtree, T now th«e, explained by tlio 
oxclanuition of I^tnlos, "How oftrn one sees and owerv-ai a rnuii 
wliD ia onconflciotis of one's gazcl" LAckc aixl Tholuck are also 
of opinion, ihac Jeeos obscn-ot Xatluinacl under the. Iig<trce in a 
natural manner ; tltcjr add, however, iho conJcctlU1^ lluit ifiA litttcr 
vaa eiizaged in Bonw occupation, such as prayer or tha study of lli« 
taw, vEicn affonled Jemis a Yey to his cbamcler. llirt if Jesus 
meant to iniplv. "How can I lail to be convinced of tliy virtue, 
liaving u-atciieu tlwe during thy earnest study of the law, iinil thy 
fervent [iniyer under tlie ti^^lree ?" bo would not have omitted the 
word frpo(jn^i/ie»"0»' {prai/iny), or ivaytvwaicmna {readinff), for want 
of n'hkh we can extract no oth«T »en)te front his dcctaration than 
tliis : "Tliou miiyest be n^itured of my junrcr to [K'nctnUc info thy 
inmost soul, fVoin the fuel that I bchHd thee when ihou wast in 
m situation from which all merely humnn observers were ex- 
cluded." 

Hero the whole slicsa is thrown not on any ]x«uliarity in the sit- 
uation of the pcrsou seen, but on the fnci tluit Jesus saw ]iim, whence 
it is necessarily infenrd that he did so by no ordinary, natural, 
means. To imagine tliat Jesus poaiicft^ed such a n^eond sight, is, 
we grant, not a Jittic extravagant ; but for tliat very reason, it is 
llie more accordant with the then existing notions of a prophet, and 
of the Mcs.siiih. A like poiver of seeing and hearing beyond the 
limits assigned to human organs, is nttributod to ElisTia in the Old 
Tcstaiaent. When ("2 Kings vi. 8, ft'.) the king of Syria make* 
war agunst Israel, Ell^ha indiratca to the king of Israel every po« 
sition of the enemy's camp; and when the king of Syria expre»se« 
his suspicion that ho is betrayed by dcderlent, he i* told that the 
IsraeUiish proptiet knows all the words that he, tlie king of Syria, 
speaks in his private chamber. Thus aL<>o (xxL 32.) Klmha knows 
that Joram lui.t mrnl out messcngent to murder him, How could it 
be etkdured tliat titc Me«suLh should &I1 stiort of llie pro])liet in his 
powers of virion ? TliLt [lurticular, too, enables our evangelist to 
torm a climax, tn which Jeaua ascends from the peitctralion of one 
immediately pte^nt (v. 42), to that of one approacliing for tlie first 
lin>e (v. 41i), and tinallv, to the perception of one out of the reach 
of human eyesight. 1 liat Jesus goes a step farllier in the climax, 
and says, tlut this jwoof of his ntessianio eeeond t>ight is a trifle 
compared witli wluit Nattiaiutel has yet to see, — timt on him, the 
Son of man, the aiigiU.t of Ciod shall descend from the oi>cncd 
heavens (v. 61), — in ikowisc sltows, as Fhnlus thinks, that there wa^ 
nothing miraculous in that first proof^ for lltere is a gradation c^cn 
in ininuJes. 

TliuH in the fiarrative of John we stumble ol every step on diffi- 
culties in »on>c instances greater lltan those with which the s^-noptn 
cal accounts arc OKumbered: hcno: we learn as little from the <»te 
as the other, concerning tbc manner in which the tint disciples at- 
tacltcd themselves to Jesus. I cannot agree with the author of the 
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Proliabilut," in deriving (he divergency of the fourlli cvAiigclittt from 
III!* preJecei«orfi, tvom the wish to iivoi<I mentioning tlie derided 
lti(hiri^1rii<l« of the most clistinguishoil nf)0»tl«s : fiiio^ in clinp. xxi., 
vrliich Hrel^c^hn^iJcr alloit'^ to W. by the nnmo hnn<! ai' th<' n-tt of tb<: 
gospd, he unitefiilntinjjly iiifroihiccs llie ohmiximw ('m]iliiyiii('iit. I 
nitJtcr snnniso ihut lUv idea i.)f ihrir linving rift-ivi.-d (luir dt'cisivc 
a[>o^lohc cull while Hciiiidly cii^gcd with thi^ir fighin^-nclM, whs not 
nflout in ihc- triulition fioiii wliicli the fourth cvangi'lii't drt^w; itnd 
thiit this writer foTmc<l his scenes, partly on tlie prohahly hijtoricjil 
n-porl Ihat some di^tnples of Jesus hiid lieloiiKeil to tin- school of the 
liajilirit, nnd piirlly from the wish to K-fiiX'^wiit in the most fiivonr- 
iiblc light the rifliilinn V'twcen Jcsos and the Bxplist, and the eu* 
jieniutunil gifts of tlie former. 

I 71. peteb's BRAUGirr of risiiKs. 

Wf. have hitluito examined only two nccouiitji of the voeation 
of I'ttcr iind his cx)mpanion8; there is n, tliinl given hy hake (v. 
1 — II.). I shall not dilate on the minor ]Kiints of diflcrencet ho* 
tween his narrative nnd tliat of the Urat two evangelists: the es* 
scniiul distinction is, that in Luke the disciples do not, as in Ma^ 
thew and Maik, unite Ihemaclvcs to Jcsiis on n sintple invtistton, 
hut in consequence of a plentiful draught of fi*h?s, to which Jesna 
has assisted Simon. If iliiit teatiirc be allowed lo constitute Lukc'a 
narrative a separate one fivsm tliat of his pvcdcccsHor?, we have next 
to in(]uirc into its intrinsic credibility, and tlicii to aaccTlaiii its re- 
lation to that of Matthew and Mark. 

Jusus, oppressed by the llirong of people on llic shore of tlic 
Oalik'nn sea, enters into a ship, that no may addi-css them with 
more ciisc at a little distajicc from land. JIaviug brought his dis- 
course to a close, he desires Simon, the owner of tnc boat, to launeli 
out into the deep, and let down liia nets for a draught. Simon, 
although little encouiaged by the jwor result of the last night's tiah- 
iug, declares hiniself willing, luid is rewanled by so extraonlinjoy a 
drjiuglit, that IVlcr and his pnrtuiTs, James and ,Iohn (Andrew is 
not ht-ri! iiienfioiied), arc .tlriiclc with astonishmenl. the former even 
with mvc, l*fijve Jcsu^ as a sujierior being, Jf.ins then says to 
Biinoii, /«!/■ Twf. ; /rom hcJiCj'ortk t/iii't xhalt <xttch ma, and ibc 
i»5UC \* that the thruo lisbornten forsake all, and follow him. 

The Tattoiinlistic conmicn tutors take jMins to sliow lliat wliat U 
tihovc narrali.'d niighi oixur in n milurid way. According to tltcm, 
the a»toni.-«hiiig couseiiueuce of letting down the net was the result 
of an accurate ohserviilion on the part of dosns, assisted by a happy 
fortuity. I'uulusJ supposes that Jesus at ilrst wished to launch out 
fartlier into the deep merely to esciiiw from the crowd, and that it 
waa not until after sailing lo some distauee, that, desciying a place 

* f. Ml. t Storr, al>«r ilvn Zo«ck dec orang. GmiJl uuii drr Driofo Juh , a- )MI. 
I Zxt%. Huidb. 1. B. &. M». 



TOE DISCIPLES OF JESfS. 



83S 



vhcTO the fieli ncro abimdant, he desired Peter to let down tbo net. 
But he has &llcit into a twofold contradiction of tlie evnncplical nar- 
rative. In close connexion with the command to Liancn out into 
the deep, Jcaus add«, /W doten your iiett ^or a drati^ftt (^ardyayr 
€lc rb /Jrffl'if, Ko} j;n/jf»nTi; tu iJisTtm, k. t. A.), as if this were one of 
his olijc^'tK ill diiingiiif; the loenlity ; ntiil if he Rjtoko l)iuj< when at 
ft little digtmicc only from ilw; it)ior(^ hi* liope of ft naccMsfiil drauglil 
could not Vic tlie i-fiitl of his imving olw«n-ed a p]u«e uliuiiduit in 
fish on the main iron, whicli rhe vcsw-I luul not yet rMichod. Our 
ratkmolisls niiixt therefore take rcfii^ in tho oj)inii>!i of the author 
of thcKuluml Hicioiy of the Greitt I'rophct of Naxitn-lh, who iwya, 
Jesng conjwtun-ii on general groumlii, that umltr i^xlsling cinnini* 
elsnccs (indicative prouahlj' of nn iipproaching stonn), tishiog in the 
middle of the sea would succeed better than it hail <Ione in tlic night. 
But, procccfhn" from the natural point of view, how could Jc*ns he 
a better judge m this matter, tlian the men who Iiad spent half their 
life on the sea in the employment of tisliing? Certainly if the fishi-p- 
men observed nothing wliich could give ihcm ho[ic of a plentiful 
draught, neilltcr in a natural manner could Jesus; nnd the agm^ 
ment between his words and the result, must, oilhcring tu Iho 
natural point of \-icw. be init down wholly to tlw account of duiDce. 
But what senseless amlacity, to promise at random a success nhicli, 
judging from the occurrences of the past night, was little likely to 
foUow ! It is said, however, tliat Jesus only desires I'elcr to make 
another attempt, without giving any dclinile promise. Bui. we must 
rejoin, in the emphatic injunction, which Peter's rcmaifc on the in- 
aiuptdous awjicct of circumatancaa for lisliing doca not induce him 
to revoke, there is a latent promise, and the words, Jj^t down your 
ntte, £e., in the present (Ktwuage, can hardly have any other meaning 
than thnt plainly ojc pressed in the similar M;cne^ Jolin xxi. (>.. Caat 
Iht net on the ri(/M side of the ehip, and ye t/iatl Jind. Wiien, 
moreover, Peter retracts his objection in the word.'*, .\'<:vertfieUi» at 
thy word X v:\ll Ui down tfu: net, t^l « t^ pifW* ^of }(aM<m n 
Atrmm; though p%ia may be translated by comnuind nitber than by 
promitf^ in either case Iw imnlieii a hope that what Je«us enjoins 
will not be without result- It Ji-stu* hatf not intwuled lo excite this 
iicpe, he must immediately hnvc put an end to it, if he would not 
cxpofi« himself to disgrace in the event of failure ; and on no ac- 
count ought he to Iiave acceplcti tlie altitude and exprrssiamt of 
IVier as Ilia due, if he had only merited ihem by a piece of lucky 
advice given at a venture 

'I'hc drift of Uie narrative, then, obliges its (o admit that the 
writer intended to signalise a miracle. This miracle may be riewed 
either aa one of power, or of knowledge. If iltc former, wo arc to 
conceive tliat Je^tua, by hia aupeniatuial power, cauaed the liah lo 
congn^le in llial larl of tin aea where Ik commanded Peter to cast 
in hia net. Now that Jesua alionld be able, by (he iininediaie action 
of his will, (o influence men, in the nature of wtiaM mindit hin aptr- 
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itiwl cnMgT iiiigbt find a fulcmin, may to a c«riain extent be con- 
oeix-ed. witnout any wide deviation from paycliological Inwit: l>ut tUat 
lie could thaa iofluence irrational bcinga. and ihoM n^t Uubited ani- 
mala immediately present to Mm, but ahoaU of li>i]i in ll>e depths 
of llif> »ea, it i.4 impotiBible to iniiij^inc out of tho dvinniii o( mneic. 
Olsli.iusdi conijuirea this operation of .lesiis to tli,tt of the divine 
oiiitiijTOlence in the annual roigrationB of TikIi ami binU;* but tbe 
coinjKirison 19 vrttrtn titan taroc, — it laukii all parallelism: for the 
latter M ail eflcct of the divine agency, linked in the closest manner 
with all ihe other opcnitioD.t of iioa in cxteninl nnluren with the 
diange. of sciu^ons, &c. : while the fi)riiier, eren prcpupposing Jestia 
to be octuidly (_t0'l, woiihl In- nn isnlatt^d act, intcrniptiiig tlic chain 
of natural phenomena: a diiitinclion tlial reinovcB jiny scmblanec of 
{MrsJlelicm bcUvecn the two ca«c». Allowing the possibility of such 
a miracle, (and from the supranalumli«tic point of view, notliing is 
in itselt' impossible,) did it sulittcrvc nny apparent object, nilcqunte 
to dcf i-rminc Jesus to so cxtm^TigBnt a utc o1 liia miraculouB powers? 
Was it eo important that Peter sbouhl be ins|>ired by ibis mcid*'fit 
with a supcrstilious fear, no* aceorilant with ibo apiril of tbe New 
Tcatamenti Waa this the only i>i-c|)ara(ion for eiij-rafting tlw true 
&itli? <ff did Jcsns believe that it was only by such signs that he 
ooold win diaciplefl* How little faith must be then liavc bad in the 
force of mind and of truth! bow nmch too meanly must he Iiaro 
estimated Peter, who, at a l;iter period at least (John v\. (iS). clung 
to hilt noeiely, not on uei.'onnt of tlie niiraclcit which Uc. beheld Jcsus 
]H!Tform, but for tbe oake of M« worda of eternal life, which catnc 
from bis lipal 

Under the jirCMure of thexe difficulties, refuge may be aougbt ill 
tlie other sumKi^ilion ns the mom fneilo one; namely, thnt Je)>us, by 
mcsns of his s«iierhnman Utkjw ledge., was ineix-Iy awnrR t!iiil in a 
eerlnin ])Ucc tliciv was then to be foniul a muUilu<le of ti!»he«, and 
tliat ho oommunicntcd Ibis information lo Peter. If by lbi» it be 
meant that Jesus, through tbe possession of an omnii-ciencc such an 
is commonly attributed lo God, knew at all times, all tbe fi5t^ in all 
BCas, livcm, and lakes; there is an end to bis buninii consciousitc«it. 
If, however, it be merely meant that when lie cfWHs«d any water he 
became cogiiiKant of its varions tribes of tish, with llwir rclalivc po- 
sittoti; even thi* would bo quite enough to encumber tbe since in 
hia mind that was due to more weighty ihoughto. I^slly, if it b* 
meant tlial be knew tliia, not constantly and necessarily, but a* 
otten as he wixhed; it is impossible to undemland bow. in n mind 
like that of Jejtii.-t, a desire for audi knowledge should nriso, — how 
lie, whose vocation bad refe.renee to tbe depths of the human heart, 
should be tempted to occupy himself with tiie lisb-ficijuenied deptlis 
of the waters. 

But before we in-ononncc on Ibis narrative of Luke, wo must 
consider it in rchttion to the cognate histories in tbe liift two synop- 
" BlU. Canm. I. p. S83. 
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Ileal gospels. Th« dinynoto^cjil relation of tLc nspcctiw events U 
tlic first point. Tltc <mp)X)silion that llii? miraculoua ilrauglit of 
fislics in I.nkc was prior to iW vocntioi) nairatnl hy tlip two oilier 
evangelists, is cxi-ludcJ by tlic t-onsideralion, th.it the linn aliaeh- 
mcnt which th.it miracle awakened in the disciples, would rcniler a 
iiov.- eall supcifliious; or hy the still stronger objection, that if an 
iaritation. aocom|xanicd by a miracle, had not sufficed to ally the 
men to .Tc:ius, Itecould hanllv fl.iKer Iiimsclf that a sub>«rjnent liare 
cunnuons, iinsupjMrled by any miracle, would have a belter IssuC- 
llie contrary cluonologjcal i»03ilion preseulu a belter climax: but 
why n woond invitation, if the first h.id suoceedcd? For to sup- 
pose that tlw bretlirLii who followed liim on llic liral suminon», again 
left him until tlie kcoii'1, is to cnt tin knot, instead of untvnng it. 
Still mon: comjilicatcd i.'t iIm: difticully, when wc take in addition 
the iiatnitive «f the foiirlh evari^.lliil : fi>r wliat aliiill wc tliiitk of the 
connexion IhIwccm .}i-»nx and hi.i di^uiipkA, if it bc^i in tlie manner 
described bv John; if, afli-r titi.'t, the disciples having fnini sonic 
unknown cau^ itcjvirate-d fnitn tbcir master, he again called tltciii, 
as if nothing of ihv kind Imd before occurred, on. (Itc shore of tlic 
(ialilcaii M«; nnd if. ilijii invitation aUo iirodudng no pcnnanciit 
adltcrenc*-, he for ihc tliird lime summonol ihein to follow him, for- 
tifying lhi:f tiiul e\]R'riiiienl by m miracle? I'he eiititc drift of Luke's 
narrative I* ^iich iiii (o exclude, rather than to imply, any earlier 
and mon.^ intimate relation between J(»a» and hiK ulthuute disciple*. 
Kor the indifTcrcnt mention of twoiihijrt on the ^Iiore, whouc owncra 
were eMkC oat of tliem to wash their nets, Simon iH'ing nniuimed 
until Je«us chooses to avail himself of Ins boat, «ecm«, il< Schlci<'r- 
mnchcr has eonvineingly alrcwn," to convey tlic idea ihal the two 
(inrticj were GUiiiT strangers to each otlivr, .iin<[ that tlie«e incidents 
n'cre preparatory to a relation vet to be formed, not indicative of one 
nlrcany existing: bo tliat the ftciling of Peter's motli«r-in-Jaw, pre- 
viously reeomiti-d by Luke, eillH?r occuned, like Dtnny other cures 
of Jc<us, without producing any intimate connexion, or has too early 
K tUtc assigned to it by ttiat evangelist. Tlie liiller conjvctnre is 
mjiported by llic fiict tb.it Slatlhen- places tlic miracle, later. 

Thas, i( fares with the n.-uTativc of Luke, when vjeweil in rela- 
tion to tluil of Matlltcw and Mark, as it did with that of John, when 
placed ill the same light ; neither n-ill bear tlic otiicr to pree«dc or 
to follow it, — in sliort, lltcy- exclude each other.f AVhich then 
is tbccon'ect narrative ? Scldeiennacher prefers iliat of the O'ango- 
Itst on whom ho lian comnH'iiteil, i>e<.'9iute it is more particular;} 
And Sieffcrtj hait r>'4X'ntly UMCrlcd with great empliaaU, that no 
oiw tuLt ever yet doubted the Kupcriority of Uike'n narrative, u a 
faithful picture of iIh: ciitiro occurrence the number of ha special 
dramatic, and intrinsically aatliviiticated detail*, advonUgeoualjr 



* t*<l>n liD* Lnku, .<t TO. f Ttii* iriib Urn l)|f fary dutscur «f lutb MfnllfM, 
la ■tiBMlclcKl 1.7 l>nWnM,.KrK.Hwlb. 1, I. S. (T. I.:t. S.38f. { NoukIm U sf 
Lb* uow t^iiaMn, L J, & St9 C f V*Ui Am Vnpnug da sHm Lu>. Ct. S. 73. 
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(liiilinguUliing it from the account in tlic first (mid kocotkI) gonprl, 
which by iia omission of iho crilicnl incident, tho liiiiihig potitt in 
lite nuiTiilivc (tho dratij'ht of liitlic^), i.i iliimii-lvrixcd lut the recItAl 
of one who tvu.H not an t-yowitiic.t.*. I haii; iiln-Jidy |n-c:Kntcd iiij^ 
sidf «Ii<cwhoro* lo thlii <:ritic, as on« liitrdly cnougli to ex|m'.4 llio 
douhl of uiiii-h he deiiic* the existence, and I licrc rvjH'nt tho 
quoittion: yiipjiottiiig one only of (lie two nitrriitivos lo liave l>c«ii 
modified hy orid ti-adition, wliich nlttrnintivc id irion; in i^.Tordance 
wilh the nature of thnt niciui-s of tninit mission, — iliat the tangihlc 
fact of a dcui^lil of ti.tlii.'.'^ ithouhl ovngioratt' into a tncro sayitig n>- 
Siting lif.h<Ts of nifu. or thai this ligumtivc expression shoulu Uc 
cond«iMcd into a liloral history? Thu niiiin-fr to liiis qncatkni can- 
not !» dubious; for when was it in the nature of iht; legend to 
mnriltuilizv? (0 ciiangc tlic real, nutli iix the story of a niinicl(>, into 
the ideal, Kiteli n» a niriw vitIuiI im;ig(-? 'VUv »tngO of hiinnui cul- 
Inre to whicli tltc lecend hclung^, and tlm nu-ntiil liicnlty in which 
it ori?iu:iic(i, demaiiu ihni it r^hoiild give a Ktahle Ixidy to fleeting 
thou^it, tluit it should coitnlvnu;! Ilio atnhiguily nnd changeabliv 
iiuw of wonlo, l>y allixiiic them to thv jicmnmcnt nml universally 
tindfrstood synihol of action. 

It is cnsy to show how, out of the ex]iTOSsion (irc«crvcd l>y itio 
first cvangchft, the miraculous atory of the third might be furnic<L 
If Jesus, ni allusion to the former occu{)ation of some of hU npostles, 
had called them tidhcifi of men ; if he had coin|)an»l the knigdoni 
of heaven to a net cast into the sea, in which nil kind-i of Hah were 
Ijtken (Mult. xiiL 4T); it was but a following out of these ideas to 
rciJixaeiit the jipusile-i ns those who, at the word of Je^us, cast out 
the net, and Liilhen^d in iho miruculood undtitudc of li^hca.t If wo 
add to tliia, iTiat the ancient legend was fond of occupying its won- 
licr-workers ivilh atfaira of fishing, an wc aeo in ihe story rcbtcd 
of I'ytlmgorus by Jamblichus and I'orijliyry;^ it ivill no longer ap< 
pear im|irobahlc that Pelcr'^ ■niraculou.t di-aughl of ti^Iioa iii but 
tiio ex)>lX»ifion uboiit the fi«h«i« of men, transinule.d into tlio his- 
tory of a niimcle, and this view will at once net u.i free from all the 
difficulties) that attend the luituivli tut well lu llie supminilunil, inter- 
pretation of the naiTative, 

A MiniiUr miraculous draoght of lisltos is recorded in the appeii' 
dix lo the fourth gosjicl, ns having occurred after the resurrection 
(cli. xxi.). Here agdin Peter is Ashing on the Cialik-an sen, in com- 
jinny wilh the sons of Zcbcdcc and some other diaeiplcs, and again 
he luu been toiling all night, and has taken nothing.^ Karly in the 



* Borlluar J■ll^^acll«^ tOr wiMMKchahtiolM Kriiik, IH.II, Kov.; now lu Uio Cha- 
TiilerUilkfn u, Kriiikvn, S. ViH t. t AasrdiniE la lir IVvKr, ilis «i]iluui <lr*ughi of 
AiIk* WW * M iiili»tl>«l nilrwlF, tjrpirjing Itie rich fruiu uf ihr •{'iMbilii: niliiiftry. ; I'ur- 
pUft, tiu l*>lliU(piM. no. 'i'l ell. KlrHllaifi Jimlilli'l]. r. P. no. Kii, dvrv Ai>-it It U 
Isir to addua lti>< UuUiy, Iittmum. beiti); leu luanrrlluiu limn llii.- i^i>|i('I iturrBliro. it 
<au lunlW U an liiiiuiiun. liuC uuiiit Ihii* ariHii indL'pH.'iidenilv'. and li.-iicc it rTiniv* a 
temnHHi Isndmiry of ituandciil lrK*D>I- i l-ukev. 'i.ijU Mvc 'vt iwrdf lonuaavrii: mibi 
Uli^^uv. Juliii XKi. 3i mi Iv tiui>7 >p ivtri ima«m oivik. 
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fetus come* lo th« shore, ami a.ik!i, irilhout llwir rocflg- 

tiUH^m, if titcy [lavc uny nKWl ? On tlwir SDHu-vring in tlic ii*^ 
gntive, lie <liivc1)i tltcm lo ca«l tlie ■x'l on the rigfil nide of the 9ilir|>, 
wlierruiMii Ihey hnve an extremely rich dniugliL, and arc IctI by lliin 
Bign lo revognize .Tej>u«. Tlial this hUtofV is diAliiu:! from lli« one , 
given l>y I^ikr^, in, from ii.* irrwit Mmilarilv. 8can*Iy conoeit-able : 
the same namilive Iuik ilunbtle^.i been ptueed hy iraililion in difTerenl 
periods of th« life of Jesu«.* 

Let us novr comiwn* lhc«e llirve fiidiing historic.*,— tlie ttro nar- 
rated of Je«u», and tliat narralcil of Pylhagoras, — and their inytlii- 
cal character will he obvious. 'Diat n-htclt, in Luke, in Induhilalily 
intended a.* a mirarle nf {Ktu-er, is, in llie history of Jamblivhiis, a 
miracle of kiM<H led^-; for I'yliiiijronis merely tells in a sti[K-matuTnl 
manner U»e ntimlK-r <if lisli ulrfjtdy rutight by natural nH^aiis. The 
narrative of John hohls a middle [ilaco, for in it also the number of 
(he (ish (1-M) ])lnys a part; hnt instead of being predelemiinod by 
the worker of Ihc ininwle, it is simply stated by the narrator. One 
legendary fi,Mlnn! eoinnmn (o :dl fli« three narratives, is the manner 
in whtL-U the ntulliltide and neighl of the fishea arc dcscnbed; 
cp^ieoially as this sameness of manner areommniea a diversily in 
panicidars. Aeconling to Luke, the niultilude is so great that tlie 
net is broken, one ship will not hold them, and afler they liave been 
divided bdn-ocn (be two vessels, both threaten to sink. In the 
view of the tradition given in the fourlh gos|kel, it was not oidcu- 
lated to magnify the power of the niiraeiilou.i agent, that the net 
which he luid ft marreJlonslv tilled should break : but as lu're aUo 
the aim is lo exalt tlie mtrBcle by celebrating (he numlMrr and wi-i^ht 
of tJtu fishes, they arc said to be fic]-*! Am (ifre/ii), and it is adde<l that 
tlie men itav not aiU to draw the jutfor tAe muifitude offiihta: 
instead, however, of lapsing oat of the miraculous into the oomnion 
l>y the lircjiking of the net, a second mirncle is ingeniously made^ — 
tluit j'or iili tfior i^frr m tivmif, y^t wvm not the tut (trolun, Jain- 
Miehus presents a furtWr wonder (llie only one lie has, licsidcs tlie 
knowled<K of Pythagoras as to the numbej of the fish): numi^y, 
lluil while (he fiah were being counted, a process tliat must l»ve 
rcquinil a considerable tiinc, not one of litem died. If tltere be a 
mind lliitt, not perceiving in the itarrutives we luive cominiTu'l the 
finger-marks of tradition, and hnicc Die legendary character of iIksu 
evangelic^ anecdotes, sliU leans to tltc hi.-«t(iriciil intcrprct^ttioDt 
wIk-iTict nattmd or supcniatural ; that mind most be alike ignorant 
of the true character both of h'gvnd and of htslory, of tho natural 
and the sapenutund. 

•Oam|Lil>W«Uc,«x>K. Uudk, l,S.S.Sia. 
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£ 72. CAIJ-ISG OF aATTUEW — COXSEXIOS OF irSVH wmt TITE 

CLBUCANS. 

The finst gos|)cl (tx. !) t)l) lelLt of a man name<l SftiUhevs, lo 
whom, when sitting iil ihit rcct-ipt of cualoin, Jcitui said, fi^i^w tne. 
Inatcad of SLnlthcw, llic second and third go^itds have /^kI, utd 
llark ndds tliat bu wax M« «»» nf AlpAeiut (Alark ii. 14 ff. ; I^iikc 
V. 27 ff.). At tlic c»H of JiJ»ii», l/uke :tiiy* that IiP Idl nil ; Mattlicw 
merely stmtc*, tlmt he followed Jt-siu iind jjrvfMinMl ii nieiLl, of wliicli 
inany publicans mid dinners [Mirtouk, lu tliu gn'itt souMlitl of tlie 
Pliarisfcs. 

From ibc difference of tlic iiaincA It has Ix-'t^n conj<?eturcd tlul 
tlic CTODgcliala refer to two different events ;' but this differena! of 
tlu! name is luoro tbaa coantcrbulonccd by the »iniilnnty of tlic cir- 
cumstances. In all the three eaac^ tlic call of llic {mblicnn >s )>ro 
ceded and followed by tlic ^ainc occum;ncc;j ; the subject of tliu 
itan'atlvo ia in tlic aamc aitualion ; Jesus aildre^ses hiiu in the sonw 
words; and the iaaue is the samct Hence the opinion ia pretty 
gcnei'id, that the tlirce aynoptista have in lliia inalance dolailed only 
one event. Hut did iney also uiidcrstaiid only one person under 
difluniiil names, and was that jienion the njKisilc Matthew? 

This is commonly m^rcscnled as conceivable on tliu Hu|>{jo.'<ilion 
that I.fvi was the prO|)Cr name of the individnul, and Matthew 
merely a surname;t or that after he had altnclieil liitnself to Je«us, 
lie exchangeil llie fonncr for the hiltci.S To «iibstuntiate such an 
opinion, llierc «liuuld be sonic indication tluit the cvangcUsts tvlto 
name the clioscn publican l>evi, intend under that <Ic.«i';n;ttion t>o 
other than the Matthew mciittonod in their citaloguca of the aposllcA 
(Mark iii, 18; Luke vi. 1>3; .\cts i. 13.). On tiit contrary, in these 
cataloguiM^ where many surnames and double namea occur, not only 
do they omit the name of Levi as the corliev or more proper appel- 
lation of Matthew, but they leave him undistinguished by ibc epi- 
thet, ii ■n)Mi'iK (the puMiciin), atldcd by the liist evangelist in his 
catalogue (x. 3.) ; tlms proving that tliey do not consider tiic apostle 
Matthew to be identical with tlic Luvi summoned from the receipt 
of custom. H 

If then the cvang<^Jist8 describe (he vocation of two different 
mcii in a precisely ttiinibir way, it is iininxtbable that thero is ac- 
curacy on both sides, since an event could h;irdly Ite rcpc.-ited in its 
minute particuhir^ One of the narratives, therefore, ia in error; 
and tile eurthen has been thrown on the tirst cviingclist, because he 
pkcea the galling of Statthew considerably after the sei-mon on tlie 
mount ; while occonling to Luke (vi. 18. ft), all the twelve had been 
chosen before tliat discourse was delivered.^ But this would only 

* Vld. Kiiindl, in Uitth. p. S53, f SIsffisrt, ut mp. I>. 5 J. I Kulndl, ul lup. raD> 
tat, nug. Umndb., 1. B. 8. SI3. I. J., 1. >. 3t0. i UvrUialiK, r:iiil.^ituiig i, ». XSJS I. 
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|irov(i, At iIh! most, that the first go«pcI give:* li wrong [losilion to 
llic IiUtory; not tluil it ruinulcs tliiit Iiwlory iiicorrodly. It is thcrc- 
for« uDJiiAt to impute )>[>cdul diAicultic)< to tlic nnmitivc of Ok first 
c^rnngrliMt : iii.'ith<T arc euclt to be foutul in tliiit of Slark nml Luke, 
nnlu«s it he tliouglit on inconststdtcy in tbc latter to attribute a 
fonak'tng <(f altt MT-oAuwir iiwirra, to one wliom he doca not iii- 
dnile among Ibc constant foUowera of Jmus.' The only qucttiou 
i.S do iXivy not labour under a common difficulty, vnfficiuit to stamp 
1n>i)i accounts as unhislortcal ? 

The clo«c analogy bctit-cen tUia call and that of iho two {nirs of 
brethren, must excite attention. They were summoned from their 
nets ; he from tlic cnstom-tiouso ; aa in their case, so licic, nothing 
furtlicr is needed iJwn a aimplc J'vUow fnt; and this call of the 
Messiah has so irrcai^tiMo n power over the mind of the called, tliat 
the publican, like the fishermen, U'.iivt all, and /oiloie* Aim, It 
U not to be denied, that aiijejina had been for a considerable time 
exercising his miniatrv in tliat country, Matllictv must have long 
knovrn him; and this ia tlw ar^mcnl wiiU wliich Fritzscltc rcpcu 
the accusation of Julian and I'or[J>yrr, who inauiiain tliat Maitficir 
here sliovra himself rash and ineonsiueratc. But the longer Jcaua 
had obscriTd him, the more easily might lie Itavc found opportunity 
for drawing him gradually and quietly into hi^ train, mstend of 
hurryin" him in so tmnoltliary a manner from tite midst of his busi- 
OC88. f'aulua indeed tlunks that DO call to disciplc^hip. no sud- 
den forsaking of a previous occupation, is hero intended, but that 
Jesus liaving brought his tcaclung to a close, merely signiliod to the 
friend wlio Iiad given him an invitaiioti to dinner, tlial lie was now 
ready to go homo with hin), and sit down to laUe.t But the meal 
appears, eji)x%iaUy iu Luke, to be the conBe()fience, and not the 
caoM, of llic suranionii ; nioivover, a mode«t guest would say to the 
host w1m> liad invited him, / \eiU /Mow tAiA, iJx«^«udqiTu am. not 
/"'ollow ma, dMo?.oC0u {tot ; awl in fiiM>, thli interpretation renders 
the wliole anecdote ro trivial, tluit it would itave Imvii Iwitor omit- 
tod.( Hence th« abniptncaA aiid impetuosity of tlie scene relum 
upon us, and we are coin]>clled to pronounce tJt»t oucli Is not the 
course of real life, nor the procedure of a man who, like Jcaua, 
respects tlie laws and Ibnnaliticit of human society ; it U ilie pro- 
cedure of liwciid and poetry, which hjvo oonlrasts and eftective 
scenes, which aim lo give a graphic conception of a man's exit from 
an old sjilicre of life^ and his entrance into a new one, by rcjuesent- 
ing him as nt once discarding the implement.'* i<f hi^ fcnner trade, 
leaving the scene of his daily business, and Jdtntiglilway cutiiini'iicing 
• new life. The historical germ of tlie stor^- may be, lluii .lesus 
aetuidly had publicans among his diHcitiles, aitd possibly tiuii .Mat- 
thew was one. These men bad truly left the cus(om-houM lo fd- 
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. low Jesiu ; tmt on\y in tlic figurative acnsoof IiU coiioisc cxprcsaion, 
not in ihc \iusrn\ one dt^jilclci] br llie legend. 

It i.4 not IvM ii»loni:<liiii}; liiat rlie publican slioold Itftrc a great 
fciuit in rcjidincwi for JvAii.t inimcdialcly aApr liia calL For ihat this 
fiyml wn» not [in-j^mni iiniil llip tollowiitg day," ia diwclly opposed 
to lJi« niuTUlIrci<, (Ii(^ Iwij tinil ci«]>ecU)ly. IJul it is entirely Iji llw 
tone of llifi U-gr-iid to tl<-tnoti.'4lralo (lie Joy of the publican, and the 
conde»ceiiMion of Jesua, and to create an occattion foi the reproaches 
cadt on thfi latter on account of hiit inliniaoy with sinners, by inroiil- 
ii^ a great timil, ^iv<-ii to the pnblicanti at ttic liouse of their laie 
asaocialc iiniiiciliali'ly aOer his cull. 

Anollicr c-iri;»m stance coniicctrd with tliis narrative nwrita par- 
ticular attention. According to llii; common opinion concerning the 
author of the fir«t go^i>c.l, Matthew Iht-rteiii narrates his own caU. 
We niay consider it granted tliat ihttrc are no jKiailivo indications 
of this in tlic niirmlive ; but it i* not ito clear tlini iliore are no no- 
ntivc indication;^ which rcnilc-r it ini[iOM.->ibh- or inipnibable. That 
the evangel iitt doc^ not hrrv i^piik in tin- tir^t ixTitoii, nor when dos- 
crihiiig events in nhK-h lie hinl a i°h:ire in lliv lirnt |)cri(oii plural, like 
■he author of llic Acts of the Apo«tIcs, proves nothing; for Josephiu 
and other historians not less dn»»iuul, write of themselves [a the 
third [>cr«oii, and the ice of the pswido- Matthew in the lObioiiite eo*. 
pel has a very siuipieioiu sound. The use of llie expression, duvpv- 
miP, MotOoIoi' kiyniu-voy, which the Maiiiclicans made an objcctiou.t 
ax tlicy did the above-mentioned circum stance, is not without a pre- 
etslcnt in the writings of Xcnophoii, who in his .\nHl)flsi» introduce* 
himself as Xenopfion, a certain At/u-nian, Ztvoi^v rif 'AOqt-aJof.^ 
The Orcek, howm-cr, did not fall into this style trom absorption in 
bis ftubjwt, nor fi-oin unaficctcd freedom Irom egotism,— canscs 
which Olsliausm supposes in the evangelist ; but either from a wish 
not to piisif for the auilior, as an old tradition Blate8,S or from eon- 
sid^niltoiis of taste, neither of which motives will be attrihuled to 
Matthew. Wicther we are ihorororo to consider that expression as 
a nigii that the author of the liret gosjiel was not Slatthcw, may te 
(liHicull to decide :1| but it is certain that tiiis history of the publican's 
cidl is throughout la-*:! clearly narrated in that gospel than in the 
Ihinl. in tin- foriuer, we are at a loss lo understand why it is ab- 
ruptly said that Je.ins sat at nifiit in the house, if tiie evangelist 
were himself the Iiospitahle publican, since it would then SC<-m most 
natural for him lo let his joy on account of his odl ap[>e«r in the 
imrrativc, by telling as Luke docs, lliiit ho itnmnliub.!ly made a great 
feast ill Iiis house-. To say that he wiciiliuld this from niodosly, is 
to inviiat a ntde Cialileau of iliat age with the afTeetaiion belonging 
lo (he most relined se-ll'-consciousness of modem dayii. 

To this feast at the [niblicaii's, of wliich many of the aaine ob- 
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DDxioua claea partook, |Ih> evangeliats annex the rfpronchi's nut nt 
rtic disciples hj ibe Pharisees and Scribeit, becmute tlicir maslcr ate 
with puLlicans and sinners. JesniA, being within he:iriiig of tbe cen- 
aurr, repelled it by the well-known text on the ih-jcliniition of the 
physician for tlie sick, and ttie Hon of man for 8iiin«r.-< (Mail, ix, II 
flf. parnll.). That JexuA itltould be freajuenlly taiinteil by hU phuri- 
mical cncjiiiea with liiH too g>eat predilection for the ihi'pivi.-d cUi«s 
of puhlieana (conip. Matt. .\i. 19), accords fully with Iht! nattirv of 
his poisiiion, and ia tliercforc hi^torivjd, if anything be m) : (he an- 
swer, too, nbieli Lt here nut into the mouth i;f JeiiuK, is^ from il!^ pithy 
lutd conelac character well adapted for literal liuii»iiii^.->ioii. Further, 
it is not improbable tliat Ibe reproach in question imy Imve U-en 
especially called forth, by the circuDivlniicc llial Jemu me wilh imb- 
licauui and sinnera, luul went ander llicir roofuL llul that the cavils of 
hUoppoiicniA fhould have licen aeconiiianinKTi1*of tin- piiblicnit's din- 
ner, as th« cvaiigelimi «c(.'Oiiiit Iwids us to infer, wjicciiiily tiiat of 
3Iark (v. 16). It not wj easily conceivable." For Ha tlw fejist was 
Ot the house- ("■ ^ «i«Il»), and m tlie diifcipli's also partook of it, how 
ooold the PluiTi«cc« utter tlieir reproaches to theni, nhile lliv meal 
was gcung forward, witlioiit defiling thcniKelii.'* by becoming the 

f'uesi* of a man t/iat wrw a tinner, — (he wry net which iheyrcpre- 
lerided in Jesus? (Luke x'lx. 7.) It will lurdly lie sii]>|KMoc] that 
lltey «'»!(<-<] outside until the fciLst wns ended. It is dilEcult fur 
Sddf iemuioher to maintain, even on the represviitalioii of I^ike taken 
aingly, that the evangelical nnniilix-c only ttnplie.t, tluit ihc pnb- 
licao'a least was tlic cause of the Pharisees* censure, and not that 
tltey were colemporary.t Tlwir immediate conmixion might easily 
onginale in a legendary' niiinner: in lact, one scarcely knows how 
Irndition, in its prooesa of transnmling the nb^lmct into llic concrete, 
could represent the general idea lltal the I'haH^vs hnd Itiken oficncv 
at the friendly intercoarse of Jeaus with the publicans, otherwise 
than tlius : Jctfua once (castcd in a publican's house, in coupauy 
witli many publicans; the Phanseea saw this, went to Ihc disaples 
and cxiarcBscd their censun*, which .lesus also heard, and pamed by 
R laconic anawer. 

After the I'harisees, Jl.ittltew makes the disciples of John a|v 
prooch Jesus with the (pieslion, why his disciples did not fast, as 
they did <v. 14 f.) ; in Luke (v. 33 fll) ; it is siill (Ir- l^harisecs who 
vaunt tlteir own lasts and those of John's disciples, as conlraatcd 
with the eating and drinking of the disciples of Jesus ; Mark's ac- 
count is not clear (v. iJf). Accordinz lo Schlciennacher. every un- 
prejudiced ponon must jiorceivo in ine statement of .Matthew com- 
pared with that (li Luke, tlic confusing enHndations of a second 
editor, who could not explain to himself t>ow tlie i'lian.tccx came to 
appeal to the disciulea of John ; whereas, thiidis Scldeiermacber, 
the question would liavobcen piierilc in the mouth of the latter; tiut 
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it la caay to ima^no that the Piiarisccs mi^it avail tlcuiaclves of 
an c.ttenial reiwinbbnce to the disciples of .John when opi>o.<(ing Je- 
SOB, wlio hiid hiiDself received baptism of that teaclicr. It 18 cer- 
tainly 8Hr|iri«iii); that afior tlio Phariswa, who were ofTeitded "berawiie 
Jesua ate with publicans, aome »li»ciijle3 of John shoiiUl Steii forth 
aa it' ibey liad bi»n cited for tlic puijosc, to censure gci»craliy llic 
unrestricted eatiirg nnd drinking of Jesua and bis disei[>lej). Tbc 
probable expbinalion is, tliat evangelical tradilion associated the two 
circuniiitanceA froni tbeir intrinaic siintlarily, and tltal tI»o firtt 
fvangcliiti erroitcnusly gave them the additional connexion of liinc 
and place. Hut (lie maimer in wliieb tlic third evangelist fuscK tbc 
two particitlnrs, nppnrs a yet moio artitical cot iil>t nation, and in ccr- 
laitdy not hivtoriwil, tieeause tlie reply of Je.ius could only he d>- 
reele<l to Johird diw:i|ilt's, or to friendly inijuitei-s : to I'liartitcvs, Ik 
would Itii^e given nnolhcr and a more severe niiaiver.* 

Another nniralive, which is peculiar lo Lukc(xix. 1 — 10), treats 
oT tlw" winw rcUlion lus llial coneeriiing Matthew or Levi. AVhcn 
JeeiLS, on his last joamcr lo the fe;isl, piis^^CM ihrotigh Jericho, a 
cftv-Y aT'Wng ffic pitUicnne iip.v'TFS.wnjf, nariKtl /iicrbi>-u$, that ho 
mignt, notwitlistiinding liis short stature, 'ff-A a.siglit of Jesus amoDg 
the crowd, climbed a tree, where Jeans oliscrvt'd him, and imiuvdi- 
ately held him worthy to entertain llic Meeoiiih for tbc night. IleTci, 
again, the favour shown to a publienn cxciteit tlic iliscoiitcnt of the 
more rigid s{>ectalora: and when Zacclueus I1.1S made vowsof fttOOfr- 
ment and beneliceiicc, Jesus aj^ain justifies himeelf. on the gmODi] 
that his office bad rcferenec to aiiiners. The whole scene is verj' 
dramatic, and this might be deci^f^d by some an ai;gmnent for ita 
histoiical characler ; but there are certain internal obstacles to its 
reception. \N'c arc not led to infer that Jesus previously knew 
Zoccha-ua, or that some one ]>ointod him out to Jesus by name ;t but, 
ftsOlstiausen truly says, the knowledge of Zacch»iia that Jesus here 
suddenly evinced, is to be refencd to his power of di.iceming what 
was ill mvu witlionl the ai<l of leslimony. \Vc tiavtt before decided 
that ihi* (iDKer i» a legen<lary altrihule; hence the above pnrtioulur. 
at IcaM, cannot be bii^turicul, an<l the iiiirmiive is jiositibly a varia- 
tion on the sntiic (heme as that Ircnled of in connexion wit!) the nc- 
count of Klalthetv'a cull, namely, tbc friendly iclnlioii of Jesus to iho 
publicans. 



73. THE TWKL\TJ APOSTLliS. 



Thk men whose vocation we have been considering, namely, tlto 
sons of Joiiiia and of Zebedee, with I'hitip and ilatthcw (Xalhaiuic] 
alone beuig useeptiJJ, form the half of tliat narrow circle of disciples 
which. a]}{M.'ar» lliroughout the New Testament uiidut the name of 
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tAtUeetoey of Suina Ute ttcdve di»eipU» or apmttct, ai HMtKa fiaO^ 
T« or MvtiAoi. 'I'lie tuiti^iiuentiil id«« of ilui New Tfwtmwnt writ- 
ers conceininjj tlw twolvc, in tlwl Jmiis hiinwlf cIkkr tlw-m (Mark 
iiL 13 f.; Luke vi. 13; Jufin -n. 70; xv. IC). MnltlKw doca not 
giv« us llio Iii*(uTj' (if tiw dioicv of all Uic twelve, Imt liu tacitly 
)mfap|)o»cs it liy inliwiucing tlicni as a coli<^ ulruuly instituted 
(x. I.). Luke, o» lEie contraTj, tiairntRx how, aOcr n iiiglit spent on 
tlw! mountain in vi"!!* aii<l jn-nyer, Jr«u# 5olcctnJ twelve from tlic 
niorp extcnfiivi* cinJ« of liis aillierpnts, and lliwi dfiwiMnIi,-*! wilIi tltcm 
to tli« pliiiii. to dolivcr what is cnlluxl llie Sermon on the Mmnt (vL 
12.). Mitrk nW l<-lis us in (lie same connexion, tluit Jesus when 
on a ntountain miule a volunlaiy clioicc of twelve from tlic mass of 
liis diiieipW (iii. 13.). Acconling to Luke, Jesus dtosc the twdw 
immediatelj biTorc lie delivered tiie si-nnon on tlic mount, anil ap- 
prnHly with referenoc to it : Viut there is no discoxeriibh: motive 
which eiin explain this mode of associating thv two evnitx, for the 
discoorsc was not specially addn!»«ed to the apo.^tlcs,' neither h.id 
lliey any office to execute duiing its deJivery. Mark's reim-senla- 
lion, will) the exception of tlw vague tradition from which he s«l« 
out, that Jesus qJiosc the twelve, swnis to Iiave been wrought out 
of his own ima^nJttiiiii, niid furnisher no distinct notion of ttic oc- 
casion anil manner of the choice-t- Maltliew lias adujiirtl lite best 
metltod in merely presup^wslng, without dcM-rilnng, the )lnrticular 
vocation of the apostles; and John pursues the same plan, Iwigiif 
nine (vL 67.) to speak of Ute Itctliv, witJiout any previous notice of 
I he IT appointment. 

Strictly speaking, tliCTrfore. it i^'merely presu]>po«cd iti the goe- 
IfJs, tliat Jesus himself tixed the number ot (he H|>oslles. Li this 

Clipposition correct? There certainly is little doultt that tliisnum- 
waa lixcd during tJie lilctiinc of Jcsuii ; for not only does th« 
author of tlic Acta repteaent the twelve as so eompnct a Ixxly im- 
DKdiatcly after iI(C ascension of their master, tbiit tliey think it in- 
cumbent on them to till up tits breach made by tlic H)M)s(acy of Ju- 
das by the election of a new member (i. id IT.) ; but tho a]>ostIc Phal 
also notices an appearance of the risen JesiiK, ^[xs-ially to tAe titidvi 
{I Cor. XV. 6.). Schleiermaclier, honxver, ilwulit.* whether Jesua 
himself chose the twelve, and he thinks it niuru prolnble that the 
peculiar relation ultimately bonu; to him by twelve from amongst 
his diaciplc?, gradually and spontaneously formed ilself.t We liave^ 
indeed, ito warrant for supposing that the anioiiitmenl of the twelve 
waa a ain^e solemn act : on the contrary, the gospels exjdicilly nar- 
rate, lliat aix of them were called singly, or by pirs, and on seta- 
rate oocaiiionA ; but it is still a question whetlier the number twelve 
vrt» not dctennined by Joaua, and u-hether lie did not willingly abide 
by it an an expedient for chediinR the multiplicifton of his liimiliar 
companions. The number ta tbckss likely to hare been fortttitooi^ 
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the more sigii'ifivanl it U, und tlm more evident th*; ii.<lucoincnta to 
its choice hy Jmiu. Hu liimself, in promising Ihc cli#cij)lc8 (Malt. 
xix. 28.) tAat tAet/ shuU sit on tttxlve tArone*. Judyiriff tht tuxlve 
irih«s of Ifrati, giws thuir ntimbiT a rclitlion to llutt cf the tribes 
of his ]woi>]e; hikI it vi»» the <i|iinion of the highest Christian mi- 
tinaity thut this ruhition iK-tcmiinoi;! liis cIioic«.* If he imd his dis- 
ciples were primarily sent to l!ic h-^f gfw.cp of t/ig ftoutt of Feratl 
(Ulntt. X. 6; xv. 24), it miglit tc*:m niiproprialc tlmt the number of 
the she]>hcnls should coiTvt^poiid to tliut of the shcpherdluss tribes 
(Mntlh. ix. 36.). 

Thvdestinalionof the twi^Ivc is only generally intimated in Johii 
(xr. 16.) ; in Mark, on the contrary, it is particularlv, and without 
doiiht accurately, stated. Jh ordained tieiti'a, it is here said, t/tat 
(Aey ahottld be witA Mm, that is, that lie niigitt not be willwMit 
companionsliip, aid, and attendance on hia jonrncvs; and accord- 
ingly wc find lliern helpful to him in procnriiis lodgings (Luke is. 
52; Matt. xxvi. 17 f.), food (.lohn iv. 8.), anf other travelling re- 
t)ui«tca (Matt. xxi. 1 ff.) ; but above all lliey were in hia society to 
become scribe* uvlt inf<(rwtid uttio the kinijdom of fieamn (Malt, 
xiii. o'l.). To \h\i cud they bad the opportunity of being pre^nt 
at raoRl of the discourses of Jesiui, ann oven of obtaining private 
elueidattniix of ilicir mcnning (Mult. xiii. 10 ff. 3fi ff.); of purifying 
Ihitir minds bv his severe hut friendly discipline (Malt. viii. 2l> ; xvt. 
23 ; 3c>-iii. 1 ff. 21 ff. ; Luke ix. 50, 55 f. ; John .xilL 12 ff. &c.). and 
of elevating tlieir souls by the contemplation of his cxainpb- (Ji.ihn 
xiv. ly.). .Vnofher motive of Jesus in choosing the twelve, was 
accoriling to Mnrk, that Aw mif/kt send iftem forth tt) prtacU, thai 
is, to piicach the kingdom of heaven during his lite, according to tho 
imniedijileTneimingof Mark; but the promulgation of his cause after 
his death, must be supjKiscd as an additional object on tlu* part of 
Jcsiis. (Mark proceeds to enumerate the powera of healing and of 
casting out devils ; but on ihcso potnu we cannot dilute until wc 
roach a future stage of our inquiry.) * 

It was this lallcT de.tlination (hut won for them tlic disttngutslied 
niune ot apovilgt, dnitrrokoi (Malt. x. 2; Mark vi. 30; Lake vii. 
13. Ac). It has been doubtt-il wbi'thcr Jcnu.-* himself conlerrod this 
nnme on tlio twelve, iieeording to Luke vi. 13, and it has been sug- 
rasted that it was not given them until Inter, CJ^ eventii.f Hut that 
Jesus should hare called thcni his envoys cannot be iinprobablo, if 
lie reidly sent them on a journey to announce the approaching ktnc- 
dom of the Messiah. >Vc grant that it is )>os!iibIe to regard this 
jooniey as an event ti-ansjwscii from the pcricd af'ti'r the death of 
Jesus to his lifetime, in order that a sort of i-e!iear:ial of the subae- 
qucnl mission of the ajiostlea might pass luider the eye of Jesus ; 
but na it is not improbable that Jesua, perhaps even bf'fore he had 
a full conviction of his own Messiahship, sent out messengers lo an- 

■ Kji. HitR>a)i. f>, snrl (bo Gwpvl at Ihr Kliioriiln up. Kt>i[<tianlui, liier. XXX. 13. 
^ St'htrli-nnwbur, ut Hip. S. S7. 
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nounce the )lc».«iali'9 kingrlonii wc nrc not warnnitotl to mge sach 
ft doubt. 

John kiKiwA notliing of this mission, Tcconlvil by tbe STnoiXists. 
On tlie othrr Iiaiid, (lit-y nrc ienorant ol' ft circunislnncc ftlk^gcti by 
John, iiiimdy, tUitt llic diecipk-s bajilizcd during the IiEv of Jv»u« 
(iv. 2.). According 1o tlte eyuoptical cvtingcUsts, it n-os not until 
aflcr lli« re«uncctiou, tliat Jesus g&va )ita disciples nutlwnty 1o biip- 
lize (Slatt. xxviii. 19. paralL), As, hovmva, tbc rite of bftjitUm 
wfts iiitruduccd by John, nnd wc hftw reaaon to believe that Je«us, 
for ii tiinv, made tbnt Icochi-r hL; model, it is highly jirobablc that 
be and bi« disciples alw pracii^d baptism, and hcuce that ibe posi- 
tive ^uitotnent of tltu founli goapei is correct. But t]w ncgiittvc 
stiitcnicnt ibftt Jia*i9 kiiindf haatUed not (iv. 2.), has the ftpiKsr- 
aaceof anftAcr-lliought, intcodcu to correct the import of tlw |)ruvt> 
ooa pftssD^jC* (iiL 22 ; ir, 1.), and is laost probably to be nccountctl 
fiw by tbc tendency of tbc founli goapcI to exalt Jesus abov« iIks 
Itaptist, and by n corresponding dread of roakiitg Jesus exer<:iM llw 
liinvtioii of the mere forenurocr. Tbe (jncaiion whetli<-r Jesus di<l 
not baptiiu; at Ivast the apostles, afterwards occasioned much demur 
in Ihc church. 

^Vith tlic exception of tbe mission mentioned above, the gospels 
Sjfeok of no important separation between Jcsua and his twcK-c dis- 
ciples, for there is nothing certain to be gathered from tbc rcsump- 
tioD of ihcir business after his death (John xxL 2 fl'.). No one could 
detect in out goispcls any indit-^lioiia of a repeated interruption to 
tliu inlcrciMU-sc of Jcaud with his disciples, but ibeologiana, whoM 
hnrmonistic seal wished to find room for a second and third vocation; 
or expositors, who, in their unwearied sjiplication to details, cast 
about li>r a n>can3 of snb^stcnce for so inany indigent men, and 
tbought is nccessaiy to su]tposc llutt they were occaMtonaliy provided 
for by ft return to ilieir secular biboura. As lo tlw sub»ialencc of 
Jesus and his di^-iplea, we Imvv sufficient soiurcs for it in tlie hD»- 
pilalily of tl»c VoiX, whtcli, among tbe Jews, was cipccially available 
lo the rabbiu.t ; in the coin[>aiiio»ship of rich women who minuUfcd 
unto Aim of their sut«l*ut(x (loikc viit. 2 i'.j : and liiially in the 
ykuaoCKoitov, mentioned, it ia true, only by tbe fuurlh evangelist 
(xii. 6, xiii. 29\, nliidt wa^ ample enough to furnish a.<.<)i.HUncc to 
the poor, as well as to Kuppl y tike wants ul ibe society, and in which, 
it is jirobable, jticscnts from wealthy friends of Jetms werv deposited. 
They wlio do not hold these means sdcqunie witl>oul Ihc labour of 
tlie diMcipk*, or wbo think, on more general grounds, that the total 
reouncifttion of ihdr secular employment on tlic part of tltu twelve, 
is improbable, must not try to force their opinion on the cvangeliaia, 
wlio ay the stre^ which tlicy lay on the expression of the apMtles, 
vx have left ail (Jlutt. xijc 27 S.), plaiidy intimate the 0|>|x>site view. 

We gather, as lo tlie rank ol' the twelve disciples of Jc«u«, that 
they aU MloBged to tl»e lower claw: four, or pCThaps more (Jolm 
zxi. 2,) were hshenucii, oite a publican, and for the others, it is prob> 
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able from llic ticgree of cultivarion tliey evince, and the prdcrcncfi 
always cxprcsMwl by Jesus for the yoor ■'rn^x"^- and the. tiul« ontA, 
vtfriovc (Mad. v. 3; xi. A. 25), tliat they were of a simllnr grade 



I 74. TUE TWEUT': COXSIDKIIKD ISDIVIDirAl.l.Y — TIIK TIIREU! OK 
FOUR MOST OONFIDKXTIAI. DIsaPl.EK OF JEars. 

\Vk have in the New Testament four cstslogui's of the nposlles; 
one in each of tlie synoptical gospels, iind one in the Acta (Mntt. x, 
2—4; Mark iii. G-^10: Luke vi- 14—16; Acta i. 13), Kach of 
tlicac four lista may be di\-idod into three quaternions; in each cot- 
rrspondiiig ([Hutcrnion the first mcmbci' is the sanic ; and in the last, 
the concluding iHeraber also, if wc except Acta i. 13, whore lie is 
absent: but the intermediate members are differently arranged, and 
in the concluding quaternions there is a diSercnce of names or of 
persons.) 

At the ht'od of the finit quaternion in nil the cii(iihigiti\x, niid in 
ilatthew with Ihe prefix ^rjowrof (M^jtV#/), (lands Simon Peter, tlw 
son of Jonas (Matt. xvi. 17); according lo the tburth m*siKd, of Hcth- 
saida (i. 45); aoconling to tht^ synoptisls, resilient m Ciipernaum" 
(Matt. viii. 14 pnmlL). Wc hciir nti echo of tlic old polemical dis- 
pute, when I'rotcslant expoeitcrs ascribe this position to mere 
clianoc, — an assuniplion which is opposed by the fnct that all four 
of tlie catalogues agrre in giving the prect-dencc to Peter, though they 
differ in other points of arrangement ; or when those expositors allc^ 
in explanation, that Peter was first called,! which, according to ute 
fourth gospel, was not the caw. Tliat this ui^'ariable [mority in 
indicative of a certain pre- eminence of Peter among the twelve, is 
evident from the part he playa elsewhere in tlic evangelical history. 
Ardent by nature, he is always beforeliiiud with the re^t of the apoi^ 
ties, whether in speech (Matt. xv. 15; xvL 16. 22; xvii. 4; xviii. 
21; xxvu IV^; Jolrn vi. (J8), or in action (Malt, xiv, 28; xxvi. .58: 
John xviii Iti): and if it is not seldotii the oaw lliiil the s[ii::e('h and 
action ore faulty, and that hi^ prompt courage ipiickiy evnjiorales, 
tut his denial .tliows, yet he ii<, n<^eording to the synojitiad t>t»tement, 
the tirwt who expre-weji a decided eonviclion of the Mcftsiahslnp of 
Jesus (.Malt. xvi. 16. j>arall.). It is Inie tliat of the eulogies aud 
prerogaliTcs bestowed on him on that occasion, that which is implied 
in his surname is the only one that remains peculiarly his; for the 
luthorily to diml find (i> loctgf, that is, to forbid and to permit, J in 
the newly* founded Messianic kingdom, is soon after extended to all 
the apostles (xviii. 18). Vet more decidedly does Una pre-eminence 
of Peter amon" the original apostles nppear in tlie Acts, anJ in the 
e^tlcs of Paiu. 

* Iff mU/f '\iiiphii sni tUrpav, Jiilm i. 45, in(i(n llin uina u^Mia THif, UstUl. la. 
I. Ih)[ i>. Ihti plan wlirrr ilirj' nin- iv«i>Ii-i>i, ihvcr 'x'Mt ■ niiilnitli>.-liun oa lU* point 
bctBRD Juha ui<] thF ij-nopiiu. t Oivip. Filuidit, in Math, p. 3iil. { Camp. L^l- 
IM, la lo& 



TUB DUdPLEB OP JE808. 



349 



Next to Prtcr, llic catalogue of tbo first bihI thinl gospds plaoca 
lib IrrotlHTT ^Vndtrw ; that of the seconil gi>«[i<.-] unci llic XcU, Janica, 
and after Itim, John. The firit ami Ihiitl vvaogt^li^t.-* aix- evidently 
guidod hy ihc iiTOinipty of uniting the couplea of hrcthivn; Mark, 
and Ute author of the Acts, by that of prcfiining Ihc two apostles 
■text in tlblinction to Peter to th« Icsa couspicuoua .'Viidrctr, whom 
thej accordingly put laat in the quatemioit. We have already coo- 
trdered the manner in wliidi tlKsc four apostles nrcsigiulizol !n tlic 
Clinstian legend by a spo^ial history of their vocntioti. They ap- 
pear together in other paua^ of Mark : first (i. 2^.) wlme Jesus, 
in company with ike goaa of Zcbcdce, enters the house of Simon 
«j>d Andrew : as. however, llie other evangelists only mention Peter 
Ml this occasion. Mark may have added the otiier names inlpientiaUr. 
concluding that llic four tidn^nncn, so recently called, would not be 
apart fioni Jc8U», and that Andrew liad a siiarc in liis brotltcr's 
bouae, a thing in itM-lf |iTV)lKil>io.* Ag:iin, Maik xiii. li, our four 
apoelles concur in asking Jc»»8 privaUly (rar' iiMai-) cooccming 
the time of the dc«truclion of the temple, and of his second ad\'ent. 
Bat the parallei passages in iIh: other go^da do not thus particular- 
\k any of the di»ci[4i-». Slnillieir MTa, /*/'« dUciplt-s came to Aim 
prieatily (xxiv. 3) ; hence it \i prolMUiie tluit ^Liik'a limitation is an 
erroneous one. Pouihiy Ihc wonU aar' iiUav, being used in the 
document to wliidt he rcferrod to denote tlic aeparatton of the twelve 
from tin! multitude, nppeaiod to bim, from usucialion, an introduc- 
tory form, of which there am otlicr exam]>lcs (Mult. xviL 1 ; Mark 
ix. 2), to a private confcrenoc of Jesos with Peter, James and John, 
to wI>om he might add^Vndrew on account of the fntlc-mily. ladce, 
on tlie otlier hand, in his account of llie miraculous dmight of tinlii'*, 
and the vocation of ihe lishcnnen (v. 10), omits Andrew, thougli ho 
is included in conea[K)nding nunatives, [iruLably because lie docs not 
elsewhere appear aa one of tlie select a|)09llc8; for vxce|it on the 
occasions .-drcady D<iliee<I, lie t» only mentioned by John (vi. 9 ; xxL 
'i'Z), and that in no very inijiorlant connexiom 

The two sons of /e'bedee arc tite only diseiplei, whose distinctioii 
rivals that of Peter. Like him, tliey evince an itnWnl and somewhat 
raah zeal (Luke ix. 55; onoc John is named alunc, Mark ix. ^; 
Luke ix. -1^); and it was lo this disjKwition, a)>]jian>nllr, tliat llwy 
owed the Miroame Son» of 'J'htiader^ s^l 133 "w *^»''^ (Mark iii. 
I7),t conferred on them by J»w(. So high did lliey stand among 
tlic twelve, that cither tliey (Mark xi. 85 ffi^. or llicir mother fcj 
tliem (Matt. xx. 20 ff.), tliought ihey might claim the first place in 
the ilcasiali'a kingdom. It is worthy of notice thai not only in tlic 
four catalogues, but elsewhere when tlic two broihera are named, oa 
in Matt. iv. 21: xviL 1 ; Mark L 19, 29; v. 37; ix. 2;x.33; xiiL 
3; xiv. 33; l^ke v. 10; ix. M; with the cxceirtion of Luke viii. 
dl ; ix. StJ ; James is always mentioned finit, and John ia appended 

* Camp. Suritr, alMt dU QwJIfs dnt lUfko, S. U C t C«Bi>. d* Wmic, Ib 
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to him as XJit hrotA^r (i iStX^A^ airmS!). This is auTpriBing ; bcranso, 
while, we ki>ow liolliing rtruiarkable of Jaiiwa, Jolin is niomorable 
M, the favourite di3ci[ile of .lesiis. Iloiice it is BH])j)osctl that Ihia 
|iroce<leii«c cannot poA^ibly «ieiioie a BUiieriority of JaiitM lo John, 
mil] an exiilanniion hait tieen itoughl in hia seniority.* Xovmlhctesa, 
it remaius a tlotibt wh<'th(^r ao constant a precedence do not inlimato 
a iirc-e.ininencc on the jtart of ^aniea: at least, if, in llt«?ap)irclienB!on- 
of tlie 8ynop1t»la, John had been as dc«idodly preferred aa he is re- 
pivsenled lo have been in tlie fourth gospel, we are indined to think 
that lh<;y mould have named him before hia brother .lamcii, even 
allowing hiui lo be ilic jMunger. Tliis leads us to a diffenMice be- 
tween ihetSriit three e%'angelt$ta and llic fourth wliidi rerinlrca a closer 
fxain illation. 

In the .Hvnoiiti^-nl p;oi«|M-J», ilh vie have ohnervcd, Peter, Jantea, 
and John, fonn the «dcct circle of diitripU'it whom Jeiitta admiu to 
certain »a'iies which the rent of the twcli-e were not (fjHrilually 
malarv enough to comprehend ; aa the trau.''ti;;uralion, the conflict 
in (]CtIi«euiani:, and, according to Mark (v. 37), the rnijiing of the 
daughter of JuiruH.I .Vftcr the dcalli of Jesus, «l*o, n Janic^s Peter 
and John ap|K-ar as the jilil'irs of the cliun-li (<inl. it. >>); this 
Junes, however, is not tlic sou of Zelxxlee. who had Ix-cii early put 
to death (Acts xii. 2), but .Tinner, the bruthcr of the Lord (Cial. i. 
19), who even in the lirst apostolic council appears lo have possessed 
a |H«dominaut authority, and whom many hold to be the second 
James of the apostolic catalogue given in Acta i.J It is obsen-abic 
from tlic beginning of the Acta, that James the son of Zebcdee, is 
eclipsed by xVlcr and Jolm. As, then, this Jamea the elder was 
not enough distinguished or even known in the priniilivc churcli, 
for his early mariyi'doni to have drawn much lustre ou hia luime, 
tradition had no inducement from subsequent eieiits, to reflect an 
unliislorical splendour on his relation to Jesuit; there ia thei-efore 
no reaaon to doubt the statement as lo the prominent )>osltton lieid 
by Jameit, in conjunction with Peter and John, among the tw(d\~e 
afioalle^ 

So much llie more must it excite surprise lo find, in the fourth 
gospei the triumvirate almost convened into a monarchy: Jamce, 
like another I^pithix, ia wholly east out, while Peter and John arc 
in the position of Antony and Oclavius, ihc latter having nearly 
Siripiied hi" riviil of all preieti^tions to an equal rank wilh himscl}^ 
to Bay nothing of a liiglier. JiimcJt i« not even named in the fourth 
gospel; only in the appendix (xxi. 2) is theic any mention of the 
tons of ZeiiiiUe ; while several narratives of the vocations of diifci^ 
cut apostles aiv given, apparently including that of John himself 

* I'nulut, excg- ItauUU 1. U. S. JfiCi. f Tliin ■> iimtdlilv ■ men in'iimiiiB df Uaifc. 
]3r<iiiintf -tf^fktiiL urludbl Lhv nmilituilf. ijmI furUt'.li- Ihu |>u^3ic4liuii «f ihn M-Hni^lltt mw 
in it one of llirwf mvEvI Htvnn^ fif whidi Jiauji wm* dix-»rt<>iiu'^1 Ui jidrrut Mily tJii> Ihfnf 
fivourvd «|iuttl». ] til ihn mcl'-iil clmcrli i> Ha> iIhiiikIiI llial .liwii Iiii4l iuiihuudIcbIoI 
Id iIkm thr« liidlviduiili ihe yviivif, to b« myUfrioiuly iniuRiiltoL \\A. ia liliodcr, If. 
a 1, n. 2-H. 
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DO JniDOi* njifK'J'n: in them, nettlicr ts tfanv any spcccli of lii*, it* of 
many oilier ntxwtW, throogtiont tliis gospel. 

Quite diflcR-niK- docs tlio Tourth evangelist Irviit Petrr. Ho 
tnakcs lum one ol tlic first who enter the Boeiety of Jeons, luid 

fives him a promincnl im|>orlniicc not le^s ol^en than tin- syiioiili.tDi; 
c does not coticcal that Jcstis bc^toircd on him an hotiounibic sur- 
nunc {i. 43); be pats m his moutb (vi. C8 f.) a confession which 
seems but a n^w version of the celeltratcd one in Mxtt. xvi. 16; 
according to him, Pcicr once throns himself into the i^ea that he 
may more quickly rcscb •Te.sua {s\u 7) : at the last sup}M^r, a»d in 
the garden of Ciethacmane, Ik makes IVler more active tlian even 
the eynoptistB represent him (xiii. 6 61 ; xviii. 10 f.); he aeeorda 
him the honour of following .Icaus into the higli priest's place 
(xviiu lo), and of being oi»e of tlie fust to visit «» grave of Jciwia 
after the niiurTeclioii {xx. 'A ff.); nay, he even details a speoiid con- 
versation lietwe*rn tlie riiwii Jenua and Peier (xxi, 15 ft). IJut 
these advauti^cs of Peter are in tlte fourth ffi^ycl invnlidiiied in a 
peculiar manner, and ])ut into tlie )>Iiadc, in favour of Jolm. Tito 
8)-nopttsta tell us titat Peter and John were called to tlie Riio»tl««hip 
io the same way, and tlic former aomewhat before the Utter; the 
fourth evangelUt prcfent aasocialine Andrew with tlic nomcleas 
disciple who m lakt-n for Jolm, and raakca Peter come to him (hnxif^i 
the in^Iniiiu-nlalily of his broilter.' He abw admits the honoumble 
iDteTpi>^ialion of tlie surname Peter, and the {Kkneg^'tic on Peter'« 
conlca^on ; hut this ho does in common with Mxtk and Luke, while 
the apeeches and the action attributed in the tonrth gospel to Peter 
daring the last euppejr and in the garden, arc to be classed as only 
w many mistakes. The more we aiiproach ili« calaatrophe, titv 
more nuirke<l is the subonlinalion of Peter 10 Jc^in. At the last 
supper indeed, Peter is parlkulaily anxious for the di»^.•ovet^• of tire 
traitor: he cannot, however, apjJy immediately to Jeims (xiii. 23 fllj, 
but is obliged to make John, teA/f teas Itaniny on jMua' boaoiity his 
medium of eonniiunication. While, aceording to the syDoptiats, 
l'e4er alone folloued Jcaua into the palace of tin- hij:h priest ; ac- 
cording to the fourth evangelist, John accompniiH-d hiin, and under 
such cii-cninstances; tliat without him JVlcr eould not have enter- 
ed, — John, as one known lo the high pnest, having to obtain admis- 
sion for him (xvili. 15 f.). Jn the aynoptkal gospcU, not one of the 
disciples is bold enoudi to ^-el)ture to the cross ; but in the fourth, 
John ia placed under it, and i* there established in n new relation 
to the nioiher of his dying iiinfler: a relation of wluch we elaewherc 
lind no Intcc (xix. '26 Cf. On the a])[tearance of the risen Jeaua at 
tbe GaiUean sn (xxi.), Pvlcr, as tl»e Oqifi&npa^, casts him*elf into 
the mm; but it is not until after John, as the itopamuTipo^ (Eu- 
thymiai>), has recognized the Lord in llic pcr»o» staiuling on the 
sliore. In the ensuing eonvcraaiion, Pcier ia indeed honoured with 

• Ertn l^uhu. t. J. I. *. S. Ifi7 1, rtouiU llat tk> IMnb •rUieillit «»»iin 19 k>ra 
■ Jwifii IB Mlidiv Uu« (IrnsMiooi. 
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llic cofamUsion. J^ced my aKeiep ; but tliu honour i« ovcrsluutowed 
b/ the dulntativo question, Jjtwst Own tm t ami while tho pros- 
pect of martyrdom U Itcld up to him, John is ptx>nii.-md tho dis- 
tii>uti4>n ol' iiLiTving till Jcsufl i»niG ns^iii, un adviintnge- uhidt Peter 
U warned not to envy. Lastly, while, ocwinling to Luke (xxiv. 
12), Peter, 6rat among tho «p6Btlca, and alone, gwues to tltc vacant 
gn%-e of his risen master, tlie fourtJi goapcl {xx. n), gi^-cs liim n 
QMnpanion in John, wlio outnina Peter and arrivea first at lite grorc^ 
FttiT goes into the grave ticfore .Tohn, it ia true; but it is iJiclattcr 
in whoAC honour it ui recorded, that he saw and believed, almoet in 
contradiction to (lie alatcnienl of Luke, tiint Fcler went homo 
VBOndenng in Aimnelj' at that vrfiick waa come to jtan. Thus in 
the fonrth gospel. Joint, bolli literally and tigiii-atively, oulruns 
Peter, tor the entire ini{>rej>i>ioti wliidi the attentive reikder must 
receive Ironi the reprewnlatioti there given of the rebilivc |>osilio» 
of Peter and John, is tiiitt the. writer wished a ^-onijuuison to be 
drawn in favour of the hitter.* 

But Jolu) is moiix>ver cspeciidly dislingiiialicd iu the goepel 
which bears his name, by the constjuit epithet, (he baloved dim^e, 
the disciple lehom Jeaua loved, b ftathir?/!; uc lyjcfrro, or r^"^* ^ 
■I71WC, (xiii. 23; xlx. 26: xx. 2; xxi. 7, 20). It ix true that wc 
have no aliaoliile proof from the coiitenl.-t of the fourth gospd, 
whether intrinsically or comparatively cotinidered, thaj by tho above ' 
formulit. or the more indetenninate one, thi! other (UA«f, or another 
diaclpte, «£W*>f f»oOflr>)f (x. 15 f. ; x.x. 3, -1, 8), which, as it appears 
from XX. 2 i., is its cqniviilciit, we. are to undci-^t.ind tho a[HX«lle 
John. For neither ia the designation in question nnywhei« UMed 
inturcliangcably with the name of the npoatfc, nor i;i iIktc anything 
Di^irated in the. foui'tli gosfK-l of the favourite di.teiple, wliieli in the 
throe tirat is ascribed to •Tolu). Because in xxi. 2, the sons of 
Zebcdce ore named among the assistants, it does not follow that the 
disciple mentioned v. 7 as the one whom Je^us loved must bo 
John ; Jiimes, or one of the tiro other dm-ipies mentioned in v. 2, 
might l>e me.int. XiTvertheleiw, it is the immcinoriid tradition of 
tl>c chun.-h that the iliaciplc whom Jesus loved w.is John, iK>r aro 
■11 reasons for such n l>clief extinct even to us; for in the (Iivek 
circle from which the fourth gospel sprang, there could scarcely be 
among the npostles whom it leaves ununmcd, one so well known as 
to be recognized under that dcflcriplion unless it were John, whose 
residence at Kpiiesus is hardly to be rejocled us u mere t)rible. 

It may appear more doubtfid w-hetlier the author intended by 

• Thin liiii iiol (wjpr'l Ibo aeiimcu of l>f, I'auliii. In ■ nivian- ot ih* Bn( voliinit 
at iJjn Hvonil cJ. of l.uckr'i Conini. luni Jcluiiiiiir', iiii I.iL Ul. lur all^, Kinlu'iifniun;;, 
Felir, ISM, no. IN. S, IJi! f., ],.: my> ; "llm i:n»i»i of John liii onlv prrniYrt} liip Icm 
adT»ol«(;«iiii» tlTOiinmUiii-n munci'lril witli t'cttr (cxi4ii(ln^ vi. (WJ. »tu-rS n, pla-. Hin in 
marl'J nalymlmiiliiiH li> Ja!m [hr-f» Ihr paMU;>'' utiuio ruaiiilvml «<> ritr-l]. Ad »iIIiitmiI 
of i'-U-t cnn liofilly linvo had n hnml In Iho g>»prl of Juhn," tt> in«ir nclil Uul It tttiut 
In hnvr prDm-t1>*>I frnm na ininRoniit uf IVUr, for it U pniliiililc llul be but Mch of th* 
•cbool of John, a, well ai of lUitL 
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E-tliu title to designate himscKI and Urns to announce himsdf as the 
iKpostIc John. The coiicliuion of tlw twiMitj'-fmt cliapter, v. 24, 
(does PprLtiiily mako llie &voaritc disciple ll»e te»tilier and wrilex of 
[llic piviccidiug ki^iorv ; Uit we maj aAaumc it as eranicd tluit ilits 
_ IB an addition by a elrang« Land." \V Tien, Itowcver, in 
Fthe genuine tcjtt of Oie goHjiel, (xix. 3.^), tlic writer smy* of the 
effect produced by the piotx^ing of tlic side of Jctui), Ae that taw 

I dare record^ b iuptmu^ fiffiofirifitfict ; no ollur tluui tliu fiivouiilc 
diadple can be intended, bccauMi lie iilonc among all the dixeiplcs 
(tbe only iMrtica eligible as wi{nes«c« in tlie case), i.-> iciijiiioMod to be 
preAent a( (lie crosa. The [mibaLility tliat ti>e auiiior here speaks 
of hiiniu'If is not at all affected hy his use of (lie third {icrson ; but 
tlie )>rclerite annexed to it niay well excite a doubt wliclhcr an 
Appeal be not here made to the tcstinvony of Joho, as one distinct 
from the writor.t This nwde of expression, howe%cr. may be ex- 
plained also in accordance with the other supposition.* which is 
supported by the dmim.tlance tliat the author in t. 14. 16, scema 
to announce him»clf a.« the eye-witnesa of the hisrory he narrates. 
M'as that author, then, really iheapoetlc Jolui. as be apparently 

Iwislics OS to fiurmiiie ? Tlii.t i:) another question, oo which wo can 
only piDnouncc when we sliall have completed our investigation. 
'\Vc will merely allu'Ic to Ihi; difficulty of supposing tJiaC the apostle 
John coidd give ho iinbislorii'al a aketcb of the Uaptiat as that in 
tlie fourtli f^CMtjivl. JtuI wc niik, \» it at all probable that the real 
John would fO unhccumingly neglect the well-founded chums of hta 
brotl>cr JanKS to n special notice ? and is not audi an omission 

I rather indicatitT of a late Hellenistic nulbor, wiio scarcely had hciud 
the name of the brother eo early ni«rlyred ? The designation, t/i£ 
dincipU leftom Je*tit tcved, which in xxi. '20 lias tlie prolix ad- 
dition, who aUo Uaned on his brtaiU at vupjttr, and <iat4i, Tj>rd, 
whicA is he that betray tth tAee t is not to be considcicd as an 

Ioflencc against inodesty.i It is certainly far loo UlMnted and em- 
hvUieltcd for one who, without any ulterior view, wislies to iixlicatu 
himsclt^ for such an one would, at least sometime*, havu .liniply cni- 
pM'od hia name: but a venerator of Jotui, issuing i>erliaiM from one 
of his achooU, niizht very nalurallv be induced to designate the 
Tevciod apostlo under wboae name be wished to write, in tliis half 
honourable, lialf inyslerious niaiiner.| 



S 75. THE BBKT OF THE TWELVE, ASD TBK RKVESTY DISCIPLEa. 

V Tub second quaternion in all the four catalogues begins with 
Philip. The thtee litst gospels know notltioz tnorc of Turn tiiait 
bis nanie. The fourtli alone gives his birth-mscc, Ikthsaida, and 
nuntes hi» ^-ocation (1. 44 f.) ; in tliis go«{>el lie is mon; than once 

B •TU.I.adit.Camn. uiaJoti.S,&n». f l>Mdu> Id liii rrrlinr t/ DnuduuUu^ 
rnteUIlM, lu IW IVidtlUriiM JahliMfaMa, IS21,aa.9, 8. 13^. t LAcU, nt iqi. & 
Kt, S BfniklRif <4f r, Pnhai.)B>, p. 1 1 1 C | Cbnp. Fkului at v^ S. I ST. 
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an intei'Iociitor, brit bis observations arc Ibundcd on miatakea (vi. 7; 
xiv. S); and I»e jwrliaps appara wiUi most dignity, when tlie'KJJ.^- 
»ef, wlto wisli to see .le.*iis, applv imnicdialclr to iiini (xii. 21), 

The next in llie three cvangflieal IibIs is Bartholomew: a nanie 
which i.< iiowliei'C found out of the caialogUM. In the syDOplkal 
j^.tpels Hiiilholoniew is coupled vviili Philip ; in the history of the 
I'Ocationa given by the fourili evangelist (i. 40), Nathanacl ap- 
penrs in company wttU (he latter, and (^ixL 2) is again prescjiled in 
the society of the upoalloii. Xathanael, however, finds no pUce 
among the twelve, unWs he be identical with one olherwisc named 
\)y the synopti.tt.t. If so, it is thought that Bartholomew is the 
most easily Kdnj'tud lo such an alias, as the tlircc first gospels couple 
him with I'iiiiip, just as the fourtli, which has no Bitrtholomew, do?« 
NathniiacI ; to which it may be added that '^^^ *t3 is a mere [>at- 
roiij-mic, which must have been aceoiti]iaiiie<I by s proi)eT name sneh 
Bs Nathriiiacl.* But wn have no aih^piate ground for such nn idcn- 
litietition, sine*; the jii\ta|)i>ffilioii uf Bartholomew and I'hihp is 
shown to he acciilcnUd, by our tin<!iiig the former (Acts i. 13), ns 
well as the latter (John xxi. 2), linked willi diJIcrent names; tl>c ab- 
sence of Bartholomew from the fourth goajK-I is not peculiar to lilm 
among the tnclvc; finally, second names as surnames were added 
to pKKwr as well as to patronj-mic names, as Sunon Peter, Joseph 
Caiapnaa, John JIark, and the bkc : so that any other apostle not 
named by John mi;;ht be ciually well identified with Nathanaci, and 
licncc the supposed relation betweai the two appellations is alto- 
gether uncertain. 

In the catalogue given in the Acts, Philip is followed, not by 
Bartholonteiv, but by Thomas, wiio in llu; list of the Hrsl gospel 
coniea after Bartholonjew, in that ijf the nthers, atwr lliatthew. 
Tliomas, in Greek AiJt/iof, appears i:i the fi,nirt!i gi)S|HJ, on one oc- 
casaion, in the guise of muumfiil fidelity (xi. 1 G) : on another, in the 
more noted one of in credulity {xx. 24. IT.) ; and once again in the 
ip]>endix (xxi. 2). ilatltiew, the next in the sericsi is found no- 
where else except in the historj' of his votuition. 

The third rjualemion is uniformly opened by James the 6<on of 
AIjilicii^, of nhom we have already spoKcn. After him comes in 
both Lukc'ji lists, Simon, whom he calls Zelotcs, or the zealot, but 
whom Matthew and Mark (in whose catalogue* he is placed ono 
degree lower) distinguish aa the Canaanitc i> Adi-acir^r (from (95, to 
tie seulous). This surname seems to mark him as a ftirmcr adherent 
of the Jewish sect of zealots for reIigion,T a parly which, it i» true, 
(lid not attain consislence until lite latent period of the Jcwii^h state, 
but which was already in the process of formation. In lUl the lists 
(hat retain the name of Judas Iscariul, lie occupies the last place, 
but of him wc nmst not siie^-ik until we enter on the history of tli« 
passion. Luke, in Wis tilling up of the^ remaining places of this 

* 1'linB tni^nt i>r tlic (xpoi)urt, Frliucbf, Muih., & S.",!) ; IVliicr lt*«lwuii«rbKfa 
I, K IG3 r. Comp, De Wctl.-, cxe^. IlindU 1. 1. & St. t J<4<!pl>. ball.Jud. It. iii. 9. 
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rlcmton, tliffcTs from the two otlicr cvangdisis, nnd pCT4iii]M rlicK*- 
I differ ftom eaelt otlicr; Lake has a arcond Juclim, w)i»tn ho 
elylca the brother of James: Mntthew, Ijetilx-iui; uitd Muk, Thad- 
dcue. It ia true that wc now commonly read in Mxtrlicw, /xibciu, 
whoae mtmame tcag Thad^wi ; Lut the vacillation in tlic carly 
rcadings Accnta to Lotray th«»e wonU to be » XaXtn addition inteiKlvd 
to tecoiicile the ti»t tvro evnngclistii ;' an atleiiijit whirJt otlicns hitrrr 
iiMdcbyixHntingoul iiitiniilantyornieamiigbelwf%i) tlietwo iuuikk, 
(bough Midi a fiimiliirily dom not exi^t.f liut allowing rnlidily to 
one or other of th«8e luinn<m!xing efforts, th«re yti, remains a dt»> 
crciKincv kclwoeii Matthew and Mark uitli their Ijebbeus-Thadden^ 
and Lnke with hi< Judith, tlw Linthor of Jntnm. ScIdeii^niMclier 
justly dL<aji[>Tore.s iIm! exiTdicntit, almi'M all of thnn conslniiiied 
nnd uiiiuiiumi, which hate ix'i'.n rei«orle<I to fur the rakv of proving 
that hero aLto, we lia%-t; iHtt one person under two difTeient tinniea. 
He nocks io explain the divergency, by )»ip|K):*ii^, that during llw 
liicliroo of .Fcjui!), one of the two men died or left the circle of tlie 
aposlle^i, aiid l1»c oilier look hiit place ; »a lliat one li»t gii-ex iIm 
earlier, the otlier the later ineral>er.t lint it w Marcely |ioiti<ilile to 
admit itml any one of onr catalogue.* wan dniwn np during the life 
of Jesuit ; and at^er ilwt jieriod, no writer wimld think of including 
a nicrabcr who Iiad |)reviously retired from llic college of apo«lleii ; 
those onlr would be enumcraletl who were lUlimately attached to 
Jcsiu. It is the most reasonable to allow that (here u a di:«-re- 
peuicy between tlie- li.'<t^ since it \a easy to aecotint fir it by the 
probsbility tluit while tlie number of tiie a[iu)ttl«i<, and ttic names of 
ihc most di)i(in;;tiif!hcd nniong them, were widl known, varying tra- 
ditions supplied the place of nxoe positirc data conccniing ihc Ic^s 
conxpicuoua. 

Luke makea UB acquainted writh a drelc of disciples, uitcmiediatc 
(0 tlic twelve and the un\»» of the partisans oi Jesus. He tells us 
(x. I flr.) lliat besides llie twelve, Jesus chose other Mvenly o/m, 
aiul sent them two and two before him Into nil the districts which 
he intended to visit on his last journey, lliut lliey miglit proclaim 
tlie approach of the kingdom of ncavcn. As the other evangelists 
luirc no nllusJoti to this event, the most recent critics have not he- 
sitated to make their silence on this head a reproach to them, ]iar- 
licularly to the tirst e\-anselist, in his su[>)K>M.-d character of apostle.$ 
But the disfavour towartls Mnlthen' on this score ought to be moder- 
ated \iy the coustdcralion, ilut neither in the otlier gospels, nor in 
the Ads. nor in any apostolic epistle, is there any trace of llic scv- 
enlT diacijilcs, wlio could scarcely have passed thua unnoticed, had 
their musion been an fniitfid in conscqnences, as it is commonly 
suppo«=ed. ll i^i said, however, tltat the im]>ortancc of this appoint- 
ment lay in ild signiliearic«T ratl»cr than iu its ctKrcts. As the num- 

■ CMpp, OrdaM-. KUhiL. 1, & M ; Dc Vrtu^ rxig. HtD-Ih. I, I, & 9ti C t I>« 
WctlOBi M(^ I t'ctuir .kn LiLH^ & H r. | Sikal^ iU«r «>• AUrinuliI, 8, SOT. 
S(lB*tk«aliar|u, ahr Atu Inftnai^ 1. 13 C 
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bcT of tlw! twelve npOAtl^!), l>_v its njJation to tlint of the tribes of Is- 
rael, sliailovrt^d lortli tlw; ilestination of Jesus for tlic Jcn'ixh people; 
eo the •crcHty, or «9 some uulliorilie^ lavu it, Ihc scvcnly-lwo dis- 
ciples, were repreaculalivea of llic «er«ity or seventy-two pcoplea, 
witli as ronny liifTerciit longues, wkich, iicuonling to tiie Jcwisb and 
early Obrixlian rievr, formed the tnim of tlic earlb's inhabitants,* 
and henee tbey denoted the iinivcrHal dvslinstion of Joaus aud liid 
kingdom.! lloreovcr, seventy wns a cut-red number with the Jen- 
iiih Qation; ^luMcs deputed suvciity elders (Xum. xi. lU, 2ii); the 
Sanhedrim had wvcnty mcmbGra ;t the Old Testament, seventy 
traiutUtors. 

Had Jesus, then, under tho ]>ivssing circanistanci» tliat mark 
bis public earecT, notbing more important to do Ihau to cuit about 
for Rignificant numbers, and to surround bimscli' witli inner and 
outer circles of disciples, i-cgulatcd by these mvHlic niai»«rcs ? or 
ratlier, is not this constant iH-cfercnoe for wicred iiunibers, this as- 
siduous development of an idea to whicb die number of the apostles 
furnished the au^estion, wholly in tlie spirit of Ihc primili\% Chris- 
tian legend ? This, anpjtosing it imbued with Jewish prepossess ious, 
would infer, timt as Jvjmn hiiJ resiicel (o the twelve tribes in fixing 
llie number of lii.-* i>iMj»lIi-s, he wtiiild extend the panillcl by affOtnt- 
uig seventy suboiuiitute iliseiph-.-s corresponding to the seventy 
elders; or, supposing the legend animated by ilic more uiiiTersal 
sentiments of Puul, it could not escape the persuasion that to tlie 
symbol of the relalion of his office to the Isrnclitiah people, Jesus 
would annex anolher, significative of ils destination for all the kin- 
dreds of ibe earth. However ocrccablc tliis class of sevcnly di*- 
eiplea may have always been to llic ehurcli, as a soriojt of niciies for 
tlie reception of men who, williout belonging to the twelve, were yet 
of importance to her, as Slark, Luke and Mattlieiv ; we are compel- 
led to pronounce tbc decision of our most recent critic precipitate, 
■imI to Klmit that the gospel of Luke, by its aecc]>tiince of such a 
nanativs, destitute as it is of all hLntorieal confirmation, and of any 
Other apparent source thaii dogmatical intmrsts, is placed in dissa- 
ranlageous com^iarliion with iliiit of Maltiicw. We gather, tntlcedt 
from Acts L 21 f. liiut Je^us hud more than tlic twelve as his con- 
stant companions ; but that these fonncd a body of exactly acven^, 
or that that number was seJected from lliem, does not seem ado- 
quately wamtnted. j 

■ Turtium, f, lii. f> ill.; Clrm, lunn. ivili, 4 ; ttiica(n!t.CI><niiinl.!),43i Eptphaa, 

hirw. it -^f i* SHiii«''ki»ubuFgiir, ut tup- ; laioAiTiJT, ativr EfiuU'tiiini: iJfT fldlkiittHdwa 

Ktoticlim, 8. 137 f. I LiKhtfiNiI, p. T^. § t>a W*Uf, vug. Ilanilb., 1, 1, & 90 6 I, 
3,g.l>l. 1,3,8.2^0-. TIidIIc, lur BiOGr, .Tq { 'J4. For tbt caalnry opinion, *co Kf- 
■Oder, L, J. Cbr., S. VM I. 
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$. 76. T11B SERJiOK OX TUB UOUKT. 

Ix reviewing the puLlic life of Jcstiis, wo may HC|MTnte from tJw: 
events tho^e (li«co«R«e3 wlikli were- not merely iitcidental, but wiiich 
stand independent «»d entire. TltU distinelion, Iiowcvcr, is not 
precise, for many discouritcs, owing to the occum-ii«» thai snggcstcd 
tbcm, may \x cla^xed u events ; mid many event*, Itori the expla- 
nations annexed to llt<-in, seem to range lheni)>clre« with the dis- 
O0Qrec«. The disburses of Jesiu given in the synopticaJ gospclst 
and those attrilmted to him in the foorth, difTei widely both in form 
and matter, hnviiig only a kw iflolaled Hcntcnc<.-s in eommon : tlicy 
must, therefore', be subjected to a scpnratc examination. Again, 
there is « diafiinitlilodc between the three tirst evangelists : 3Intthcw 
aflccts hag discourses, uul collccu into one ma&s a number of s»y- 
iugs, whiea in Lolio arc diatributed among various phieea and occa- 
iuon» ; each of these tn'O evangelists lias also some discourses peca- 
liar 10 himscUl In Mark, the etcn>ent of di.v;ourso» exinls in a veiv 
small proportion. Our purpose will, ihwi'/oR", be best answercu, 
if we ntakc Slaltlicw'fl C>oni|ifehen.<i\ e di«eoun«ei* our Hturting point ; 
ascertain all the eorn'*j>onding ones in llie other go^pelit; imjnire 
which amongst them li.-ts the Ix-st arrangement and rcprea^ntatioii 
of tlie^ di)ioounfC« ; and, finally, endeavour to form a judgment fta 
to Jww Gir they really proee«ded from the lljis of Je«us. 

The dnl long diKeourw; in Matthew in llial (enown as lh« sermon 
on the mount (v. — vii.). 'l"hc evangelist, Imving reeonlcd tlie rc- 
toni of Jc^us after his baptism inio (ialikv, and the calling of the 
fishermen, informs us thnt Jesus went tluoogh all Gialilee, teaching 
and healing; that gnrat multitudes followed him from all parts od 
i'alestinc ; and lliat for titeir instruction he ascended a mountain, 
and delivcicd the sermon in question (iv. 25, ff). \Vc sc*k in vain 
for its parallel in Mark, but Luke (vL 20 — 49) gives a diitcourse 
ivhicli l>as the sau>e introduction and conclusion, and pjesenlit in its 
whole tenor the nioal striking similarity with tltat of Maliliew; 
moreover, in both cases, Jews, at the termination of his dLKoursc, 
goes to Oapcmaant, and licals lIic centurion's acr^'ant. It is true 
that Luke gives a Uter inaeition to the disconrete, for previous to il 

* All ifaat nUM u iht MlTnlnpi, dtaUi »ai naumptlMi W J«bm it km ml ai i i. 
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Iio n-irratca maiiy jounicyiiigs and eurca of Jcstu. wliicli Stnttlicw 
places after it ; aiid wiiilc the latter rc|>rcscnta Jcsua M aAccadiiig a 
iitoimtain, and liciiig scjilcil ihcrc during delivery of liis discourse, 
Luke cays, almost in contradiction to liiin, iLat Jesus ca»w dotcii 
and Klnod m the plain. I'urilier, the itennon in Luke contains bill 
a fourth jiart of that in ^latthcw, while it Iiaa some elements jiccu- 
It^rly ild own. 

To avoid tlie nnpleaaant admission lliat one of ttro inspired 
cvangclisli* nniiil be in error, — which is incvitahle if in ivJation to 
the :<niri(r discourse oik; of thoin makes Jt'sus dt-hvf r it un the niuuii- 
lain, lite oilier in tlii; plain; the oiii! silling, ihc ollivr sUnding; llie 
one earlier, the other Ut<.T; if eitlu-r the oni; has made im^iortant 
oniU^ons. or the other as imjiortant additions; — the niicient hat^ 
monists pronounced these discourses to he distinct,* on tlie plea tliat 
JcsUH must frequently have treated of the essential points of his 
doctrine, and may therefore liavc rejwated wunl for word certain im- 
pressive enunciations. This may be positively denied vrith rcspccl 
to long discoureca, and even coDcisc maxims will always be repro- 
duced in a now guiao and connexion by a giltcd and inTcnlive 
teacher; to say the least, it ij impossible tlial any but a very bar- 
ren mind should n;|HviI tiic same formal exordium^ and the same 
concliidiiig illn.itnition, oir«eitarate occjision-i. 

The iditnfity of llie di.scourix-s bc-iiig establislied, the first olt'ort 
yrw to eonciliale or to explain (he divergencies between the two ao 
counts 60 as to lea\c llieiv criidibility uiiiinpcttched. In reference to 
the dilTercnl desie;niiiion of the lo*.'jJily, I'aulii^ insists on Iho ^ni of 
Luke, which bo mirrprcts lo iingily llmt Ji^^us stood over the plain 
and therefore on a liiN. Tholuck, more happily, tUsliiiguishcs tb(^ 
leivl gjiice t&Tto^ Tztdtvh^, fioni the plain j>roperIy so called, and ro- 
gnrds it ns a less abrupt part of the mountain. JJut as one evange- 
list makes Jesus ascend the nioantain to deliver his discourse, while 
the other niakes liiin desecnd for the same purpose, these conciliates 
ought to admit, wiih OWiausen, that if .Icaus taught in the plain, 
according 1o Luke, Alatlhew lias overlooked the descent tliat pre 
ceded the diNcourxc; or if, as Matthew say%, Jesus (aught seated 
on the niouiilain, Luke hu» forgotten to mention that after he had 
descended, the pressure of (ho cro^^d imluccd hiin to reaseeiid heibro ; 
he cominuiieed nis harangue. And without doubt eaeli wa.t igni>raiil 
of what he omits, but each knew that tradition asnoeiated this dis- 
course wilh a sojourn of Jesus on a mounlaio. Matthew thought 
(lie mountjiin a eoiivenienl elevation for one addressing ii multitude; 
Luke, on the contrnrv, iningineJ a descent necessary for the pur- 
pose; hence the double discrepancy, for he who teaches from a 
mountain is sulHciently elevated over bis hearers to sit, but he who 
teaehea in a plain will natiu-ally stand The clironological divcr- 

* AuguMla, iln taonna, tx. 11, IB. ; SlQir, Obnr <li« lEuwck iIm V-nng. vint dtr 
Uririfn Joh,, $. S47 IT. For ftuthrr iDfonnaa Hn Tholuck'* Aiulv(^g iter Dngprnligt, 
Eiiil., ( I. 
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geucies, oa wcJl as the local, mnst be odtnided, if «rc woaM abstain 
noro tnutlbaa ciTorls at coixiiliation.* 

Tbe difl«rence as to lite length nii<I contents of llii.^ ■li»<.'our9e is 
susceptible of tJiree expIaiialion!» : ciliicr the concise itcorI of Luke 
is a mere extract from tlu^ mliiv iiUi'Oiir$c wliich ^ilnlthcn' gives 
witlioiit abritlgniciit ; or Muttiicw lias incoiponttcil tn^ny sayings 

'^belonging iini[ierly to otlier orca«!ons ; or la»lty, both these causes 
of variety liavc concurred. He who, with Tholuek, wislivs to pro- 
serve iiiiiict l)i(! .^''/tv itivina, or with PauIiu, thc^'(/«« humana of 
the evongclii^ti*, will prefer the fintt suptiosilion, bccuitw to nillihold 
llie true is ihotu innocmt than to add the tnl«e. Tiie above thctdo- 
gians hoUI tlwt the train of tliouglit in tlic sermon oo the mount as 
given by ilatthcw, \s closely consocotit'c and that tliia is a proof 
of its original unitr. But any compiler not totally devoid of ability, 
can gi\-c a tolcniblc ap|>camn« ol connectedness to sayings nbicb 
(lid not originally belong to each oilier; and even tbcM commenta- 
tors arc obliged to admilt that ihc allegnl consccutivcncss extends 
over DO n>ore tluin half ilic sermon, lor from \'i. 19, it is a string of 
more or less isolated seiileiioes, sonic of tliem very unlikely to aa.\^ 
been ottered on the occasion, ilorc recent criticism has therefore 
decided that the etiorlcr aceount of Luke presents the discourse of 
Jesus in its original form, and that Matthew has taken titc lioeoso 
of incorporating with this much that was ntlcred by Jesus at various 
times, so as to retain the general sketch — tlic exordium, peroration, 
and essential Itain of thought ; wlulo between tlicsc compartments 
be inserted many sayings more or less aiudoeous borrowed &oid dee- 
wherc.( This view is especially supportea by the f^ict that many 
oC the sentcnceii, which in Slatthew make part of the sermon on the 
mount, are in Mark and Liikc dispersed through a variety of .scenes. 
Compelled to grant thi.4, yet earncitly nolicitou-i to avert from the 
e^'angcli3( an tiiiputation that might invalidate Mx^ claim to be con- 
videied an Gyt>-witue.''», otltcr theologians maintain that Slatthcw did 

Fsot compile the diitcotir^ under tlic idea that it was actually spoken 
on a itiiigle occsLtion, Imt wilU the clearest knowledge that such was 
not lheca«c.l It is with justtco remarked in opposition to this, tliat 
when Matthew lepre-tents Jesus as asccndin? the niountain befonj 
he Lx^ina his discourse, and (lesccudii^ after its dose, be obviously 
DUkkes tliese two incidents the limits oS a sincle address; and that 
when he speaks of tlic impression which the discoune produced on 
the mulliludt^ whose pn-iieuce he staler as tlic indncenieni to its 
delivrrr, he could not but inlinid to COn\-ey tJ^c idea of a continuous 
hamnguc] \» to LukeV edition of tlic scniion, lliere arc parts in 
whicli the inlemiptcd connexion bclnij'S dcKcienctes, and there are 



• Cwv.I>>W«tw,«ua. tUnabutb,!. I, S.I7 S. I.!, &4I. i Tlwlucft, S. 
!l: r»iiu. eH» llmilli., 1. B. & bH. X ScMi, h« Abrnaoabt. S. 31H t.; Sirf. 
l>tt,S.;4 Ci FrlUKAit. & 301. ( ObtuBKii. UU. CatDm.. 1. S. 197; Km. in drr 
Tab. i^k, IKIt, :f, ^ sa. I Stbuli, nt np. S. 81& ; gchawkMlnrccr, IMtrt(*t S. 
£9i Crabtr, EIrLI.&OJ. 
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«d(litiona wliicli do not look genuine;* it is also JoubU'iil \rhethet 
lie assigns a more npt)ro[>ri«tc connexion to (lie i)a».«iig<r,< in the po-] 
Bilion of whicli lie (liflVrs frotn Jlattliowjt uml hi-nci?', ii.t we shall 
soon sec inorc fiilly, lie has in tlii« iii^lntice no lulviuilngr! over liia 
predecessor. 

Tiie assemblage to whom the sermon on the mount was address- 
ed, might from Luke's neconnt be supjxised a narrow circle, for lie 
states that the choice of the apostles immodiatelr preceded tlio dis- 
eooTse, and tluit at its commcnocuicnt Jesus lijlua iip Aia eyea on 
Ai« ditctplf*, and ho does not, like Matthew, note tlic multitude, 
i^Xovf, an i>nrt of the audience.^ On liie other luiud, Slatthew al»>_ 
tnciitions tliat Itcfore the sermon the diticijilcn gathered roiuid Jcsu 
and vmi taug^it 1>^- him ; and Luke n-preiicitt:« llic di-tcourae aa ~ 
ing delivered hi the audience of the jxiopU (vii. 1); it is therefor 
evident that Jesus spoke to the crowil in gwicriil, but with a partio-' 
ular view to the e^litieutioit of his discijJea.t We hnve no nwmn 
to doubt tlu-tt a real baraiigw: of Je«u«, morv tlian ordinarily sdeum 
and public, was the foundation of the e%'angt4ical accounts bcfoit va. 

IaA us now proceed to an examination of panictilnrs. In both 
editions, the ecrmou on the mount is opened by a scries of beati- 
tudes ( in Luke, however, not only aro several wanting which we 
litid hi Matthew, but most of those common to both arc in the for- 
iner taken in another sense than in ilie latlcr.S 'I'he ywor, rrruxot, 
are not spctilied as in Jlalthcw by the atUliiion, i/i tj/irlt-, t^ nvi ~ 
tMTi ; they arc tiicrdbre not those who luirc a deep conseiousnesal 
of inward poverty and mii»cry, but the literally poor ; neither is the 
hunger of the irenOvrff {fiuttgerinij) n-fcrtvd to t^v diMuoavvJiv 
{riffnteownfsf)', it is theitrfurc not spiriliuil hunger, but bodily; 
moreover, the ndvcrb vti', now, definitively mnrits out t/iosc ic/io 
hunger and Mow ic/w -uxep, the ^avuvre^ and Ki-aiovrt^, Thus in 
Luke the anlitlicsis is not, as in Matthew, between the present sor^ 
rowa of pious sooU, whoso pure dcehra aic yet unsutiaticd, and 
their satisfaction about to come ; but between present sutToriiig and 
tiiluie well-lxrin^ in gencral.|{ This mode of eotitraitting tlic a'l^v 
wTor and liie alt^- }iiX>Mv, the j>r''«eHt aga and l/m /utuit, is else- 
where observable in Luke, esjjecially in the piirubic of tlie rich man; 
and without here iixjuiring which of tho two representations is 
probably the ori^nal, 1 shall merely rcmai-k, that tiiis of Luke is 
conceived entirely in the spirit of the Bbionilus, — a spirit which has 
of late been supposed discernible in Matthew. It is a capital prin- 
ciple with the Kbioiiites, as they at^t depicted in the Clementine 
Homilies, that he who lias liia portion in the present age, will be 
destitute in the age to come ; wnile he who renounces cartldy pos- 



* Schlrienuncbtr, al>rr ilpa UAmt, S.I9 t f Ttioluck, p, 11, ami my Itrrlgw ol 
lb* vriUngi of Slrfftit nod »iW* In Iho Jahrtnicfa far irio. Kriiik, Kon. 1KI4 : now In 

Sr CiMMiUiliUkiai luid KritUMii, & 9fi3 ft J Camp. Tholuck. ul wp. S. ii ff-t D« 
MN, esrs. Ilandlncb, I, I, H. 4V. ( SWrr. Dbfi ilcD /.neck u. •. w., 8. 848 t. 01»> 
bauNU. U lli> Wi'lU, turg. llaiidU., 1 , 1. S. 1( T. ; Kcaddrr, L. J. Ctir., S. lU f. Aam. 
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Muions, tbercbj nccumabtcs Incavciily tivasiucs.* Tbo last beati- 
tuiic rdntes to tbose who are pencciitod lor the eakc of Je^us, Lake 
in the jmrallcl pnSMigc hiiK, j'or tAe Son of man's aal-e; hence the 
words ^r't"* my »ake in llattlicw, most Iw undnsiood to refvr to 
Jems solely in liia clianicii^r of MFesifth.t 

The bcatimd«a ak tbllowcd in Luke by as many ww oval, m-Iiidi 
are wanting in Mnilheiv. Id tboc ibe oj>po3ition eataliUsbed by 
the Ebionites between thia world and ibe olber, i.* vet more strongly 
mailed; tW woe is denounced on the rieli, tlio full, and the joyoa», 
aimj'ly a^ aiicb. and they arc threatened wiib tho cviln <.■om^«[)onding 
to their prcttcnt advaiilagK^t, nnder llie nuw order of things to be Jn- 
troduccu by the SIeA»iab ; a view thai reminds iu of iIk Eptttllc of 
Janic*, r. 1 fC The Lu>l woe \» foinewbat stiffly fbrmod after the 
incKlel of thu hi«t bvaliliidc, ior it is evidently for tbc sake of the 
contrast to the tmc propbctis so much calumniated, that the fabe 
l>iXH>bets arv said, withont any historical foundation, to have been 
KDOKCD well of by all men. We inav therefore conjecture, with 
Schtejcimavher.t tliat wc arc indebted tor these maledictions to tbc 
jitrrntivc fertility of tbc author of tbo third gospel. He added tbis 
Bii{){>lcfDent to tbe bcstimdca, less becauBC, aa Schlcicnnacber sup- 
poeos, he pencived a chasm, which be knew not how lo tilt, than 
Iwcause he jadgcd it consistent wilb the cliaracler of tlic ^[easiali, 
that, like Moacs of old, be should couple curses nith blessings. Tbe 
sermon on the mount is regarded aet the counterpart of tlie law. de- 
livered on Klonnt Sinai; but tlic introduction, e'tgwdally in Luke. 
reminds uii mora of « pa«s<^ in DculrroiMiny, in which Mo«es 
comnian<U tlutt on the cnlntncc of th« lanii'liii]<h {Ktoph; Into tbe 
|)Tomi.'wl hnid, one hiilf of them sliall take tlwir stand on Mount 
Cierizini, and jTocwuncc a manitbld blessing on tiic obscrven of the 
law, tbc other ball' on llount Kbal, whence ihcy »'crv to fulminate 
as manifold a curse on its tmnsffreosors. We read in Josh. viiL 
S3 (T. tliat this injunction was fumlIcd.S 

AVith the bcaiilude^, Matthew suitably connects tbe T«|)TCMitta- 
tkm of tlie diKiplcs as the miU of tfte eailA, and f/c liy/il of the 
world (v, 13 tf.) In Luke, tlie disconrsc on tbe suit i», with a rather 
different opening, introduced in another place (xiv. 34 f.), where Je- 
sus admonislies bis bcnters to ponder the sacrifices that must be 
made by those who would follow him, and rather to abstain from 
tbe prolessioD of dianplesbip than to nuunlain it diahe>nourably: and 
to tJiis succoeda aptly enough tlie comparison of such degenerate 
diaciplcfl to aalt tliat lias lost it* Wkvour. Thus tbe dictum accords 

•ttomlLiv. Ti romp. Cn4Mf IsniiwrVZttlwfarlft f hIm. TbMl<l|:f^ I. 9. SUS C; 
SckatffanbuqKr, AlMf dM Kvuwellim te JUgn^lcr. ( & t SckM(k«nbun|w, fiber 
in I'nfniv, 8. ». t Ci Mik. 8. Vtt. Btudw tgeett vlih hlM, at Mp. | Tlw K>^ 
bln> aliu ttUflml nii^ u IhcH HohIc UrHlap and nncn, tuL LigWfut, p tM, A* 
hm wt liavf ci^lii hlnnnsi, tlHj klit \hM Ateaham fa*d b«a hi. nl bMJHIMihH 
trflrm i\\»t\ Turim, la Cm. kIL Ll^lint. p. SMt); DiiU. Dunt) >i>b bi« Ifafn oam- 
]wnl(.D>. and IW Hialali. tMf«rtHHtlw av. (TuK- BMk. 3. lUd.) TIi(7 alw caaaia* 
wgMhir with Uw i«*n laBiifaJiBu in ihe Paalnu, •• wmj tm la iMhhi (HUnaik 
TcMUiin ill I'l- L IU) 
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with either context, and frem ita nphorietical conciaenens would be 
likely to Tccur, ho lli»t it iiiay have been really ejioken in both dis- 
course)!. Oil tliv contnu-y, it cannot Imvc been siioken in the ae- 
qitencc in wbidi it i» nluccd by Mark (ix. 50): lor the idea t}iat 
every one shiill be saltud with fire (in allusion to iicJI), lias no inter- 
nal connexion with llie coni]»Bi'i*on of the true dicciples ot' Je«us lo 
salt, denoting their supi-riority ; the connexion is merely externalt 
resulting from the verbal affinity of dAt^civ and i!J.«r, — it ix llie 
connexion of the dictionaiy.* The altered scnnel which Mark ^vo8 
to the apolhcOTi {/ntvif t'llt in yourselvtt, ami lie al jtm-:'! one xcUh 
another), nii^it certainly be united (o it withonl incongruity, but it 
would accord equally well with quite a diffci-cnt train of thought. 
The apoDicgm on the light which is not to be liidden^ as the salt la 
not to be without savour, ia also wanting in the seitnon on the mount 
aa given by Luke: who, however, onntling the apceial application 
to tTie diacinlcii, li^a auliatanti^iUy the aame doctrine in Iwo dilTorent 
places. We lind it liriit (viii. Iti.) immediately after the inlentrcta- 
tiou of the pontble of the aower, where it al»o occurs in Mark (iv. 
21). It must be admitted lliat tlici'e ia no incolierciice in aasuciating 
the shining of llie lij^ht with the faictifiealion of the Mcd ; 9liil, a 
judicious tnncher will paiiJtc on the inteJ])ri:lfttion of a parable, and 
will not dielurl) ilH eU'eet by a hiuity Iintisition to new images. At 
any rate there is no intriiuie connexion between the shining of the 
inward light, and the dcclsration appended to it by Luke, tliat al! 
secrets sluiU be made manifcat. \\ o have hero a case whieh is of 
frequent recUTTonce with tills evangeUst ; that, namely, of a variety 
of isolated savings being thrown confuHedly lof^-cthor between two, 
independent discourses or narratives. Tims Letwi.^n the parabla 
of the Hower and the nan'utiveoftlie visit paid to Jesus by his mother 
and brethren, the a[iotitegm on tlie lit'ht is inaertcd on account of 
it« internal analogy with (Tic parable ; then, because in tliis ajwlliegm 
there occurs tlii.; opposition l*etween concealment and man i testation, 
it sugge«(cil to the writer the otherwise helerogc-ncouji diMcouiw! on 
the revelation of uU secret* ; wliercupou is lulded, (juttc iirelcvantly 
to the context, but with some relutiun to the parable, the deelura-- 
tion, Whoeoever hath, to htm ehdtl be given. In the sceonil paasjiM 
on the manifestation uf the light (xi. 3.^), the subject has abaolulely 
no connexion, unless wc intcr|)olBtc one,t witli lluit of the contest, j 
which turns on the eondemnation of the co temporaries of Jesus by 
the NiiicvilcH. The fact is, that here again, betwecTi the discourses 
against l)ic demand for signs and those at the ritarisee'a dinner, WO 
Iiavc a cim=m lillod up with disjointed fragments of liaranguos. 

At V. 17 (f. follows the transition lo the. main eulycct of tlie ser- 
mon ; the assurance of iTesus that ho came not to destroy the law 
and the prophets, but to fulfil, &.<:, Now as Jesus herein ]>Liiidy 

" Schti«ck<nliur)[vr, Bcllrlfia, S. n3. XMiidor Iri** U tlunr, nry artlllfliall]!', • ml 
(BoMxIOD of tllOUKht, S. 1!>7. Aiim. ^ Oliihautrii in lev. Thr Cnic miling ji InitleaUd 
bf Scbaadiariwrger, B-iiitngs, 8. 68 ; 11iolu<.-k, ul i<ui>, 3. 1 1 . 
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prempposes that lie in liimaelf the Meselali, to whom vaa ascribed 
authontj to abolish a puut of the Uw, thia dedaration cannot prop- 
erly bclonc to a period in which, if Matt. xvi. 13 fil be rie^itly plac- 
ed, )iK luid uot yet declared biinM>lf to be the Mcssialt. Luke (xvi. 
17) inacTtfl this declaration together with the appiircttlly conlradio- 
torjrone, that (lie Liwand the prophttts were in force until the com- 
ing of John. TIieM! are two proiKMiitionii lliat we cannot «u]>poi<e 
to have been utiem^d ooiiitcciilivelv ; and the aecret of their oonjuno 
tion in Luke*d goiijiol he* in i)m> wonl ^'^•^, late, wlitch Iiappens to 
occur in bolL* It i;i to W obwrv-ed tlmt bdn'ecn the parable of 
the aicward and that of the ridi man, ve have another of lliose pauses 
in wliicli Luke U fotid of introdueing his fmginentt*. 

So lillle, it n]i[)eaTK from r, 20, i« it the design of Jesus to in- 
culcate a di^rc^rd of the &[osaic latr, that he nx)uires « fur stricter 
obwrvancc of its precepts titan (he Scribi-s nixl PhHri$«t'«, ami he 
inakei the latter appear in contrast lo himself as llie undcnnincrs of 
the law. 'Hien follows a serira of )Iosaic comman<Iniciits, on nliich 
Jesus comments so as to shuw tliat he penctralfS'inlo tl>c spirit of 
the law, ini>fead of cleaving to the mere letter, and csiwciafly dis- 
cerns the woTlhles«ness of Inc rabbinical glosses (48). This section, 
in the onlcj- and complctcncjts in which wo find it in Mattliew, is 
wantii^ in Luke's sermon on the mount ; n <!ecisive ])roof that tlic 
latter Ims dt-licicncics. For not only docs this cliuptcr contain tlic 
fundamental thooglit of the discourse as giren by ^lalllicn', bat the 
detniltory sayings which Luke gives, concerning the lo^x of enemies, 
merciful ncsa and bcncticcnc«, only actpiirc a definite purpose and 
point of union in the conlmst bctwccD ibc spiriiual interpretation of 
the law given by Jesus, and llie carnal one given by the doctors of 
the time. The words, too, with which Luke makes Jesus proceed 
after the last woe: £ut I say unto t/ou, and those at v. Sii, And 
he yxiix a jmra^ unto thetn, have been correctly pointed out as 
indicative of cliasins.t As regards the isolated mrollel possa^s, 
the adiiioniiion to a quick reconciliation with an auvcriary (v. 'lit f ), 
ia, to say the least, not so casUy brought into connexion with the 
foregoing matter in I.ukc(xii. 58.) as in Malilicw.J It is still worse 
with the passage in Luke which is parallel with SI.ill, v. 32 ; this 
text (relative to divorce), whicli in Matthew is linked in the general 
chain of ideas, is in Luiie (xvL IS.) thrust uito one <^thc apertures 
we have uoliocd, between tlie assurance of ll>e pcrj>etuily of the law 
and the parable of the neh man. Olsliausen tries to tiud a thread 
of coniieAiun between th« pasMge and tlte one preceding it, by in- 
ter{)Teting tuiuUery, /iw^rvHv, allcgorically, as &tthle*iuieAS tu tli« 
divine law : and ScJileiormacbei'j nttaclies it to the succeeding par- 
able by referring it to the adidtcrous Herod: but tuch interpreta- 
tions are altogether \UioiiarT.|| l*Tobably trwlition liad apprised 

• Till* CMW b DTftkokfd br Sthlun^whr, S. >Ut cemp. De Wgttt. to lot. 
t StUtUnnKbtr, at aqu S. M. Tlirfvck, S. i\. t Tbnlutk, S. 13, 167 i D* WtUa, la 
lOG. S i:t nip. SOG r. I Camp^ Dc yVrut, cx((. llandli., 1, 3, 8. 80. 
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the cvnngf.list tluit JcBtu. after tbc forcgoinf; dcclamtion u* to tho 
perpetuity of the Iklosnic law, lm<l cniuicinlcd lits wvcre principle or 
tlie subject ol'<lirorce, &n<l hence lie gnvo it this po»tioTi, not knov 
ing more of its original connexion. In ilittU xix. 9, ue find ■ p 
ilerotion of this principle on nn occasion very likely to call it forth. 
The ccIioHntions to patience and eiibniis^ivencss, fomi, in Matthen-, 
tlie spiritual inteqwctalion of the old rule, an eye ^or an eye, &c,, 
and arc ihcrctorc « following out of the iircvioufl train of thoagbt. 
In Luke (vi. 29,), thcv are introduced watb much leas precision by 
the command concerning lore to enemies: which command is ntao 
decidedly better given in Ma.tthcw~ as the rectification of the precept, 
2'Aou thall tort Uoj nci^Aiour, and hate thine enemij (43 it). 
Agnin ; iho obacrvation tliat to love friends is nothing more than 
bud men can do, is, in SUtllicw, made, in order to controvert tho 
tmditioDsl pcrvcraion of the Mosaic injunction to love one "a iieigli- 
bonr, into a pemiisaion to hate cnctnica : in Ltdtc, the observation 
follows the rule. Wftaleoever ye would t^aC men ehnuld do to you^ , 
&C., wbicJi in JIattliew occiira further on (vii, 12.) without any con-' 
ncxion. On the whole, if tJic pa&'uigc in Luke from \i. 2 — Dfi, be 
compared with the corre9i>oiidiug oiio in Matthew, llicrc will be 
found iu tho hitter an orderly courw of tliought ; in the former, con* 
Bjd«rable ooiiftuion.* 

The waminffs against Phaiisaic hypocrisy (vi. 1— (!) aii- witlioitt 
a pHrallel in Luke; out he linit one of the model ]irii}'er, which reccntf 
cntictem hfts turned not n little to the diKtdviintago of Matthew. 
The ancient hannoni)>ts, it is true, Iind no hesitation in supposing 
tliat Jesus dehvcred this prayer twice, — in the connexion in which 
it is given by Matthew as well as under the circumstances narralcd 
by Luke {xi. I fr.),t IJut if .Icsus hail already in tJic sermon on the 
mount given a mode] prayer, his disciples would scarcely htivc nv 
qiiesfed one afterwards, as if nothing of the kind had occured ; iind 
it is still more improbable that Jesus would i-epeat the same formu- 
lanr, without any recoUeclion that he ha<I delivei-cd it to thcM: dis- 
ciples long before. Hence our most recent critics have decided tliat 
Luke alone has preserved the natural and true occasion on which 
this prayer was communicated, and that like many other fragments, 
it was interpolated in Matthew's scnnoii on the mount by the writer.t 
But the vaunted naturulncis of Luke's rejircacntntion, I, for one, 
cannot discover. Apart from the improbiibility, admitted even by 
the above cntios, that the disciples of Jesus should have remained 
without any direction to pray wnlil flic last ioumey, in which Luke 
places the scene ; it is iinythiu^r but natuial tliat Jeans should ab- 
stain from giving his disciples the exemplar whii^h was in his mind 
tlOlil lliey sought for it, and that then tic should lortjiwith fall inic 
prayer. lie hud, doubtlesa, often prayed in their circle from the 

• Us Welle, cxrg. llBBdiL, 1,1. S. 48. t Otit. At. aril, xvlli. siiil lln*. (iiutli 
Je9U,3. &. ISt I Si.-lilcicniuchu' uc lop. 8. ITSg UUuiuni,l,S.:3Ai Sirlhrt, 8. TO 
Cl KMnder, S. £35 f. nucc 
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eommciicvnicnt of th^ir iiitnxM>DTSc ; and if so, their retiiit^Kt wft$ sn- 
pcrflaous. ttnd ninst. aa in John xiv. H, bare ]>ro<liic«u only an ad- 
monition 10 recollect wl»t th«y bad lon^ seen and li<-Anl in bis so- 
ciety. The account of Luke secm» lo hive l>ccii fnmicd on mere 
conjecture; it iras known that the above {irayer proccedni Jrom Jc- 
«us, and llic furtl»er tgucstion a-t lo tlie motive tor its cotnmunicHlion, 
rKcivnl the f^ratuiloti.i answer: n-ilbotit doubt his tlieciplra bad 
askc^l iiiiii for rnvh iiii (■xein]iLir. ^VHbout, thcrcfort-, maintnining 
lliat Mutlhow has jircwrvcd to nt the connexion in wbicb tbie pravcr 
nan origiiudly nt1CTC<I l>y Jesus, we are not tliv less in doubt whctner 
it hat a more accurate position in I^kc* Wilb regard to the ele- 
ments of tbc prayer, it is impossible lo deny what Wetalcin says : 
tola /((?<• o>-afio ex yormulh Ilefjritijnfm condunata «s/ ;t but 
Kritzsche's obscn-ation is also just, tliat dtsire^of sogcneml a narure 
might be nttcred in the prayers of various persona, even in similar 
iilimscologT, without any other cause than tltc broad utiilbnnily of 
boman fi^ng.t We may add that tl>e selection and allocation of 
tlie petitions in tlic prayer arc entirely original, and bear the ira- 
prctis of that religious conscionancad nhiclt Josua ]x«aeased and 
soagbt to in^rt to bt8 follow-cr9.j Mattliew inserts after tbe oon- 
chiSHm of the prayer two pioiHisitions, which arc proix-ily tlic corol- 
lary of tlic third petition, but which seem inaptly placed, not oiJy 
becsuiie ihey are severed by the concluding petition frt>m the pns- 
asge to wbicb liicy have reference, but beenuse tJicy hare no point 
of coincidence with tlw* succwding cciwure* and admonitions which 
tiim on tbe hx'pocrtsy of tbc Pharisnic fiist^ JInrk, bowe^Tr, ha« 
alill more infelicitously apjicndwl lhc«c propositions to the discourse 
of Jesus on the efficacy of believing praj-er (xi. 25).|| 

At ri 19, the thread of sitict connexion is broken, according to 
the admission of Paitlus, and so far all cxpoeilors are bound to 
agree with bira. Hut h\s ]>o3iiion, that notwithstanding (be admitted 
lack of coherence in tlie succeeding collection of sentences, Jesus 
spoke theia consecutively, ia not c^aatly (enable ; on tlie contrary, 
our more recent critics have all the molnbiiities on their side when 
they suppose, that in this latter balf of the sermon on tbe mount 
JIatlhcw has ujcotporatcd a variety of sayings uttered by Jc«ua on 
different occasions, Kirst stands tlic opotliegm on earthly and 
hea^-ellly treasures (19 — 21), which Luke, vriih more apparent cor- 
rectness, insoriA in a discourse of Jcaus, tbc entire drift of which ia 
to warn ha adlierenta againat earthly cares (xii. 33 C). It is oilier- 
wise with llic next scnlenoe, on tbe eye being tlic light of llie body, 
l^ke annexes this lo tlm apolliegni alnady mentioueH. on tlie light 
that IA to be exhibited ; now its tlic HyAt, ^i^wf. placed on a 
candlotirk, denotes something inite dinlinct from what Li iitlemled 
by tlie comparison of the eye to n /ty/i/, Av^l^, llie only rtmsoii for 

■ Con>p.D*VstM, «x«3. IIaD.lb.1. l.a.G». I, 3. & G2. f M. T. I. Stl TIm 
ptnUdla mav b, H*n in HVuMd uid LioUfuot. J Cbdiiiv. in Uatth. p. YfO. | Cmaf. 
D* W*tu, l| l.S. 6U Hi SModir, S. ^37 a. | Cunip. [>■ Wiiu, I, If, S. IT*. 
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combining tlio two apolhcgms lies m llic ban; wonl AiV°C : « rule 
of oasociation wbich uclongs properly to the iliciioTiarv. mi'l wbicli, 
beyond it, ia worec tiian none. Tlicn fVillowH, nUo witliout any 
apparent connexion, tlic npollicgni on ihv. rwo n).-titien>, npjwiidoEl 
by Luko to t!ic parable of tlir strwaril, witli wbJcli it ]iiip|)eii« lo 
bave ibe wortl Muinmvn, /uifM>ii'£f, in coninion. Next corner, in 
ilAttJiow v. 23 — 34, a dissuasion from cartlily eoIicitHilc, o« tlic 
grooud (^lat natural cbjoetfi Rouriali and are sustained niibout anx- 
iety on tiicir part : in Luke, ihi j doetrino ia conNatcntlv united with 
the parable (tound only in tbo ihii'd goap'jl) of ibe man wlio, in tlic 
midst of amassing eaillily trea.iiii'Cd, is eiunraoncd away by death 
(xii. 2^ IT.).' Tbo warning not lo be blind to our own faults vhilc 
we arc aliarp-Btghtcd and severe towards iIiobg of others (viL I — &), 
would, if we rejected the posaagc from v. 19, of chap. ri. to tlic end, 
form a suitable conlinuation to the previous admonition against 
Fbansaic Bancilmonioiisneas (vi. H! — IS), and might, tbereforo, 
have belonged to the original l>oJy of the disconrscf This is tho 
more probable because Luke has tbo Rainc warning in his sermon 
on the mounl &1 f. 41 f.), where it liapjicns lo aaaort very well 
wilb the preeeaing exhortation to mercifulneio ; but nt v, 39 and 
40. and ]mrt of 3S, it is intorni[ited by subjects allogciiicr irrelevant. 
The t«xt. With le/iaf meoji^re i/e. inete, i&c, U \cry iti^pjiropriatclyJ 
interpa'iod by Mark (tv. 2-1), in a pusinngo atimilar in kind to one at 
Luku's inlenncJiatc miscellanies V. (i, in Mntthevr, u crjualljf 
dc;«tiiuCe of connexion and jHtmllcl; but tlic succeeding iiivnrancec' 
and ar^inionts as to the cmcacy of prayer (v. 7 — II), arc found in 
Luke xi. y, very fitly associated w^tll anolhcr parable peculiar toj 
that cvaneelist : that of the friend awaked at midnighl. The n{i 
tliogm, JrArit ye would (Aui men ehouhl do wito yov, &c, u 
rpiilc isoIatCMl in )Iattiicw; in Luke, it itaa only an inipci'fect con>^ 
itcxion.{ Tile following passage {v, IS f.) on the ttnilt/At ijnte, artvi\ 
vi'i.tl, is introJuced in Luke (xiiL 23.) by the question, addressed to 
Jesus : Are there few t/vit be saved f el bHytn lA oui^itefai ; wbicli 
MMins likely enough to have b«.-ii t^nceived by oiii? wlio know tlwtj 
Jesus had uttered such a saying m tlie above, but w:i,< at a Ion.* for* 
an occasion th.it might promjit the- idua; moreover, the imiigc is far 
less completely i:amed out in Luke than in ^[atthcw, and ia blended 
with parabolical elemcnle.S The a|iolhegin ou ihft tree being known 
by its fiiiits {v. 1(J — 20), nppears in Luke (vi. 43 If.), and even in 
Jliallhew, farther ou (xii. 33 ft'.), to have a general fxplicatiou but 
in Matthew's serinun on the mounl, it has a special rchtliiin lo tliG 
fidsc prophets ; iu Luke, it is in the List degree iiiii'iiljiiud. The 
d^nuncinlion of those who any to JcaiLt, /j>rt/, iMid, biil who, on 
account of their evil deeds will be rejected by Inni al the day of 

* From > I. 10 lo Ills •ml of tbe chafitcr. evcD Xcuiilcf lliida iiu otier\y suwUUun, 
and mnjiciuft.. limi ihg •dittv «f (lie (irtsh Ua*p«l of Slalllim' vm ihu ■■nui(.iUir of lh[« 
IiltiT liulf uf Ills (liHuarM (p. Hi9, now). » NcauJrr, nl tup. i Uu ViiilU. in Inr. J Do 
WeUf, l,K,&ii. I IbL In l*Mi™ I,«ka.L 
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jui^mcnt (21—23), decidedly prcmipposn the llcssialiship of Jesus, 
ma oannot, llivrefore, ^l«^x well belonged to so curlj- a jicriod ad 
that of tlif- wrriioii on the nioant; hence it is more snpropriateljr 
plam) hv I.iikc {xiii. 25 ff.). Tlic jx-romlion of tltc diGcourM ia, 
as 1r^•. Imvc. nieiiiiomwl, eonimon to both evangcligts. 

The foregoing compari»>it sliowa us lliat the diEcourses of Jesiu, 
like ftm^ineiits of granite, could not be dissolved by tbo 6ood of 
oral tradition; bnt tliey were not seldom torn from their natural 
connexion, flontol ouray from llM-ir original situation, and deposited 
in places to whiL-h tlicy did not properly belong. Relative to this 
efieet, tbero is (his distinctkm between the three tirat evangelists; 
Mattbcw. like an able compiler, thonsh far from being sufticicnily 
iu£)nucd to give eacb relic in its original connexion, baa yet for the 
most part succeeded in judiciously associating analogous materials ; 
tcIuIc the two other evangelists liave left many smalt frxgntenta just 
where cbancc threw tlicm. iu the iiuen-als between longer discourses. 
Lake liaa laboured in some instances to combine these finagmenls 
anilieially, but be could itot thus compensate for the absence of 
natural connexion. 

i 77. INeTBrCTlONH TO TIIE TWELVE — LAMKKTATIOXS OVER TBB 
OALtLEAX crriES — JOT O^XR TIIE CALLING OP TfIB SIMPLE. 

TtiK first eoepcl {x.) reports anotber long diacoiuse as luving 
been delivered by Jesus, on the occasion ot his sending out (lie 
twelve to preach the kingdom of heaven. Part of this discourse ia 
jxH-uliar to tlie first gospel ; tliat portion of it which is common lo 
the two otiivr H^ynoptiiiti* ia only partially ass^ed by them to the 
nine occasion, I.uk£ introducing its subslaitce in connexion wilb 
the mission of the seventy {x. 2 ff.), and in a suWequent con- 
vcrsation with the disciples (xii. 2 81). Some portion of the di»- 
courKc is also fotvnii repeated both in Mattltow and the other 
evangelists, in titc prophetic description given by Jesus of his 
9C00nd advent, 

in this instance again, while the older Itarnionists bavo no beai- 
tntion in suiijiosing a re[)ciitioii of tlie same discourse,* our more 
receni cnlics arc t>f opinion that Luke oidy has the true occasions 
and (lie original arrangeraenl of lite lualcriabt, and that 31atllieiv 
bos assembled tlietn acconling lo hitt own diKreiioo.f Thooc e,\- 
positoTS who arc apologetically inclined, maintain that Matthew waa 
not only conscious of Tterc associating sayings uttered at varioua 
times, iml ptcsamcd thai this would be ot>tii>iis to his readerv-J 
On the other IuuhI. it is justly observc<l that the manner in which 
the discourse is introduec<l by iIh'^ wonls : TAtte tteelw Jetut teiit 
forth, and coininainittl tAan {v. 5); and closed by llw wonls: 

• B.|[. n<*,G(«L Jma,l,S.a4^ t Sckiilt, u( mp. I. SW, 3U | ShAn, 8. 
SO ft I Ubiixiwn. h Iml TIw Uimf liotd uwition in Km, bbn dta Vnftmas *■ 
Ei«ii^ »Ullli,ILC8. 
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ttAisn Jetut made an end of commantiiiiff kia ficaloe digctjfles, &e. 
(x'l. 1.}; provrii dearlv enou^i that it v.e.a llic irilc^Dlion of the 
<!va»geJiet to giro lus compiktion llie ch&rnclcr of a contiiiuotu 
li.irnjigii«.* 

' Ulutli tliiit i« pcculiiir to Mattlww in ihin diKOttr^c, nppcitrs (o 
be incrtOy mi niiijililicntioTi on thoiigliitt ivliicli iire iiL*o iouml in iho 
corrcitiwiiding ]in»Siigi-» of the twn oilier it_viio}iti>tj'; Imt tlicrc nre 
two pirticiiljire in tlic oinrning of the inifinictioiiit as (K-lailciI hy the 
former, wliich diffi-r Bpucifically from anything ]nx'iwntc'l by Iitg fcJ- 
low ovsngrliata. These nrc tlie limitntion of tlic ngritcy of ihc dis- 
ciplea to ihe Jew? (v. 5, 6), nnd tlic commiBiiion (a«i<ocitilc([ tritli 
that (o aimouncc ihc kinc;iloin of heJl^Tn rikI heal the t>ick, of which 
Liikc aUo epeiiks, ix. 2.) to raise llic ilejcl : a eurprising eoramisaioo, 
ainec wp know of lio iiifllanccs previous to llic (lc]>arturc of Jcsua, in 
which the a{»'>>(tlea raised the deiid ; nnd to suppose eucli when ihcy 
are not niiraled, after the exatnplo of OlaliauscD, is an cxi>edicnt to 
which few will be inclined. 

All thflt the »yn<^>iil i.itit liavc strictly in common in the instnic- 
lion* to the tvfclvf, an; ihc rules for Ihf-ir cxli-ninl conduct; how 
ihcy were to journey, nnd how to behave under » variety iif eircuni- 
stftiicea (Matt. V. — II, M; Mark vi.8— II; Lukeix.3 — S). Here, 
however, we lind a di»crcpaiicy ; ncconliiig to Mntlhcw nnd Luke, 
Jeaiut forbids the disciples to take with them, not only gold, a scriJ^ 
and the lik«, but even a/ioe^ vno^i'ifiara, nnd n.iitr{f, pa,iSav- accord- 
ing to Mnrk, on the contrary, he merely fovbiiLi their taking more 
tluin • staff" nnd $andal«, *l (») {idfiiov fi6vnv and flai-Jc^jo. Thia 
diacrcpunry is most en«tly accounted for by the admission, that tra- 
dition only urcscrrcil a rvnilnieccnce of Josua having Bigiiilied the 
8im]>lieityol^ the Apostolic equipment b^' the mention of tlie stuff and 
aliocit, and tluil hence one of the evangelists understood that Jc-tua 
had interdicted all travelling requisites except these ; the other, that 
tltese niso wviv included in his proliibition. Il whs consistent with 
Mark's love of the picliu\'S([UC to iniagitte a wandering npostlc fur- 
nished with n staff, nnd llicrefore to give the preference to the for- 
mcT view. 

It lit on liie occa:<iun of tlio mi.tfion of the neventy, that Luke 
^x. 2) puts inio the mouth of Jcsn.i tlie words wliich Ifatlhew gives 
(ix. 37 f.) OS tiic motive for sending furlh ih(^ twelve, namely, the 
ai>otlivgm, 7'A« harvttt truly U ready. Out the laboureea are yea; 
also the declArution that the labourer i« worthy of his hire (v. 7. 
comp. Mall. X. 10); thu iliscourvc on the apostolic salutation and 
itfl ^fisct (Matt. V. 12 f. Luke v. ftf.); Ihc denunciation of tliose who 
should reject the ajiOBtlcs niul their moswige (Matt, v, 15; Luke v. 
12); and tinally, the words, Jie/iUd, I tend yov fvrth at lambs, 
&C. (Matt. V. Iti; Luke v. 3.) The sequence of these |>roposiIionfl 
i» about equally natural in both cases. Their complctcneiw ia allor^ 
naiely greater in llic ouc tliAU in the other; but Mallhew*S additioiui 

• Si-bult, 8. 81.1. 
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I genenJIy turn on eMcntials, Minv. 16: tlioseof Lukconftxlernals, 
. in V. 7, 8, and in r. 4, whore tbcrc ia the singiilnr injunciion to 
klate tw inui l>y the way, winch tnig]it appear nti titihistoritral rx- 
Ewgcralion of the urgrocy of tltc apostolic rrmn'), dkl wc iiol know 
Ithiit the Jrwi*Ii prcciiiigs of that period weic not a lilllf.- cercnioiii- 
■ Sifft't-rt oliscncs that the inBtnictiotLs which Jesus g»w — My 
ording to Matlh«w, to the twelve, nixording to Luke, to Ihc sev- 
enty — migtit, so for as thnr tmor U concerned, have been impaitcd 
with eijUAl litnces on cillicr occasion : but I doubt this, ibr it ecctns 
to mc improbable tliat Jesus should, tut I.ukc stales, dismiss hi4 
more confidential disdplea with scanty rules for tl>eir outward con- 
duct, and tltat to ll>c seventy he should make comnmnicationa of 
rinudi gi-cater montent and patboft-t The above critic at length de- 
Icidca in &vour of Luke, who!<e narrative a[>pcara to him more pre- 
ttOM, because it di.4ltnguiahe» the itevcnty ttom the twelve. We 
'have already dLiciiKi^ed lliitt )Kiiiit, and have fiHim) lluit a eompariaon 
18 rather to the advantage of Mallhew. Tin- bI<*BJiig pronounced on 
liini who should give even a eiip of cold naler to liie (b^iptcs of 
I Jesus (v. 4^), id al least more judicioiiidy iiutciled by Matthew aa 
I the conclusion of the di«^our»c of in.tlnictions, than in the endless 
I confusion of the latter jiart of itiark ix. (v. 4 1), where Mv, {>/}, and 
rSf (tv, {it/io«oever), seem to fomi (lie only tie between the successive 
' propositions. 

The ca»c is oihexwi.*e when wc rcgnrJ those portions of rlie di»- 
coune which Luke pLices in his twelfth chapter, and even later, and 
Imliidi In Sfattliew arc distinguishable as n sccontl jiart of the aame 
J tliscoime. Such are the directions to the apostles a« to tlieir ooo- 
l.duct before tribunnU (Matt. x. 19 tl ; Luke xii. 1 1): the exhortation 
Inot to tear llioac who can only kill the body (Mutt. v. 28; Lake v. 
[4 f.) ; the warning against the denial of Jc^us (Mntt. v. 32 f. ; Luke 
I V. 8 f.) ; the discourse on the general disunion of wliich he would 
[be the cause (Matt. v. 34 ff, : Luke v. SI If.); a jkismirc to which 
[Ualthew, jnomptcd ajparcnily by the ennmcTation of the nicmbers 
I of a family, attucli'-s the dcclamtion of Jcxus llial these are not to 
.be valued above him, tluit his cross must be takni, &e., whicli he 
' jMirtly n.'pc»ls on a sul>wi|ucnt occaaton, and in a more vuitable con- 
nexion (xvL 34 i.) ; lurtltcr, pTtdtctlona whicli recur in the discouiw 
[on the Mount of Olites, relative to lite universal persecution of ttic 
< diwiples of Jesus (v, 17 f. 22. comp. xxiv. 9, 13) : the saying wliich 
I Luke insctts in the sermon on the mount {vi. 40), and which also 
[appctun in John (xv. SU), that the dLieiplc has no claim to a belter 
I lot than bis roaster (v. 24 f.); Lastly, the direciion, ivhich is pecnitar 
to the discourse in Matthew, to flee from one city to another, with 
the accompanying eonsoLitioii (v. 23) Tltese commanda and ex- 
hortations have been justly ptoiioutuvd by criticat to be unsuitable 
to tlw lirat mission of tlic inclvc, which, like the alleged mission of 

• ViiL ll« Wcllf, Arrktol |3U, m4 Id toe t Cmnp. Ih ITtlu, >»«. lUodk 
I, |,S.»9. :Scluili,8.B06; SttAft. R S3 IT. 
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lh« Bovcnty, Iiad no otlior than happy rcault? (Luk« bt- 10; x. 17) ; 
tlicy prfflujijposc ibc troublous circumalances wliicli wi]X!i%'ened after 
tl» (lentil of J»'fius, or [xrliaps in the latler period of his life. Ac- 
cording to this, Luke 13 more correct tlinii Mattlivw in u^tigniti;; 
these aiscouTHCi to tlwj last journey of Jcsub;* unless, imlccil, siidi 
deacriptions ot' tlie sub-torjucnt fate of the apostles and other adhiv 
Tents of Jcsua ivem produced ex eventtt, after his death, nnd put into 
his moalli in tlie form of projihpciw ; a conjocture which i« strongly 
Bugmstcd by the words, jfi! w/io laket/i ni)i ftp his cross, ax, 
(v^8.).t 

Tlie next long dixcourse of Jesus in Matlhew(chap.xi.) wc liare 
already omrfidered, no far as it rct«ti'« to th« lI;»pJUt. From v. 20 — 
24, tliore follow complaints nnd thrcatoniug« ngiiliist the CiaUlean 
cities, in which Tiu)tt of hit mixfhty Korkg vxre dom, and which, 
novcrthck'.«s, (mlunKd iwl. Our modem critics aw iH;rhap9 r^ht in 
tiivir opinion that tliMC nposirophca arc k-ss suitable lo the ]>eriod 
of his Galilean miiiistrj-, in which Blallhcw plaws them, than to 
that in which they sro introduced bv Luke {s,. 13 ff.) ; namely, when 
Jesus had left Galilee, and was on liia way to Judea and Jerusalem, 
with a view to his final experimont-t But a rtinsideratioii of the 
immediate context secnia to rC3er^■e tlie probability. In Slatlhcw, 
the dcserijilion of the ungracioiui rec*'plion which Jesus and John 
had alike mtrt with, leads very imtundly to the accusations against 
(Wte phtoes whic;h had been liic thief thc.iln-.'* of flie ministry of the 
former : but it \n dil!lcult to }>upposc according to Luke, that Jesus 
would sfjeak of his past sad experience fo the seventy, whose tuindd 
tnu.it have l>opn entirijy directed to the future, unless we GOncoi\'e 
that bo eho.'ie a subject «o Htde adapted to the cxigvndw of thoae 
wliom he w.-ift addn-snin;!, in order to unite the threatened judgmciit 
oti tlie Galilean rities, with that which he had just ilcnount-od a^ainjtt 
the cities lliut should njcct his niesscngcrs. But it is more likely 
that this association proceeded solely from the writer, who, by tJio 
coni])arison of a eity tliat should prove i-'jfractory to the disciples of 
Jesus, to Sodom, was reminded ot the analogous comparison to Tyre 
and Sdon, of jiLices that had been dii^oliedient to Jesus bimselt*. 
without poi-ceiviiig tlio incongruity of the one with tlie circumstances 
which had dielated the olher.S 

The joy, dyaX}Jtufif, expressed by Jesus (v. So — 27) on account 
of tlie insight alTorded lo bnd'-g, vi)rtio(f, is but loosely attached by 
Maltltcw to Ihc prc«:ding maledictions. As tt snpjwscs a cliange 
in the mental frame of Jcsu.*', induced bv pleasing circnmstance's, 
Luke (x. 17. 21 ff.) would have all the probabiliticji on his side, in 
making ihe R-tum of the seventy with satisfactory titling^ (lie cause 
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of the aboTc rxprcssion : wen it not that lh« a|t]K>intin«nt of tl»c 
seventy, nnd consequently their return, are nitoecthrr probleniuli- 
cal; besides it is posptble to refrr the pcutsii^! m qac^lion to tlw 
irtum of tlie twelve Irom tli«r mtsEion. Mnithew connccls wiih 
thia rejoicing of Jesos his in^ilAtion to tlic wtary and heavif laden 
{v. 2S-— 30), This ia wanting in Luke, who, ini<tcA'l, makes Jci>iu 
tarn to his diaciplea ontKafe^y, and pronounce ihcm blca^ in being 
pritHleged (O sec ana hejir thinga wliich manv pr>:>pIiclH and king* 
ycamw aftej in vain {t'i f.) : an observation which doca not so »]ie- 
eificall^ Hgrcc with tlio preceding train of thought, aa the conlexl 
dflsigned to it by Matthew, and which ia moreover inserted by the 
latter cvaiigelijit in a connexion (xiiL 16 f.): that may Xta odvan- 
tageon^y confronted witli tliat of Ijoko. 

S 7S. TUE rASABLES, 

AocoRtiiNO to llalllicw (t^hap. xu!.). Jeaus delivcreil seven para- 
bles, all relalin^r to the {iaaO^ia rCiv ovpat-Cn: Slodt^m criliciam, 
however, )ui.* duubird wiielht'r Jt'^ns rejillv nllen^l *<f many of these 
Hyniliolical ilincoiirse* on one occasion." The parable, it has been 
obscrveil, 19 a kind of jiwblem, to l»c solved by llie reflection of the 
Itearer; iK'ncc after f.\cxy parable a |)atu« \* rcr[uisitc, if U be tlie 
object of the le-ichrr to convey real in«tnic(ion, mid not to distnct 
by a multiplicity of illHinderstowl inijige]!.t It will, nt least, be ad- 
mitted, with Neander, thai parables on the same or cIo»cly-related 
Eubjccta can only be spoken consecutively, when, under manifold 
forms, and from various points of ticw, they lead to the same reiiult.t 
Amoi^ the seven parables in question, tliose of the mtistard>feed 
and toe leaven have a common fuiidnmeuliil ide.i. dil1'creiill<F' sliad- 
ovrcd forth — the gradual growth and ullhiiaU' prevalence of the king- 
dom of (.lod : those of tltc net and like iawa represent llic mingling 
of the good with the bad in the kingdom of Uod; those of Ihc treas- 
ure ana ihc^peart inculcate the incstiniahlc and all-indemnifying 
value of the kinj^uin of <iod ; and llie poumUc of tlic sower depicts 
the unequal iiusceptihility of men to the prv.-tching of the kingdom 
of Gott Thus Ihcra are no leas iluui lour scjhuuIc fundamental 
ideas involved in this collection of panbles — ideas which are indeed 
connected by their gcncnd relation to the kingdom of Uod, but 
which [vesejit this object under aspects m widely difierent, thai for 
ihctr thorough comprehi-nsion a paiue after cacli wa« indispensable. 
Hence, it has been concluded, Je^os would not mml the praise of 
bcinj a judicious leacltcr, if n* Matthew n-pre-tcut*, l>c had spoken 
nil llie aho^c |>aniblcs in rapid fitiei.ei^.'<iuii.j If we suppose in this 
instaiicc. again, an as«einhliigc of discourses similar in kind, but 
dchvered on different occasions, we are anew led to the diecossion 
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as lo v^il«^Uo^ Matlhcw was ttwan of Ute latter circurnatanco, or 
whether ho IwUcvcd tliat he wu recording n continuous Imi-snguo. 
ThuinlroJuctory Ibrni, A'i(i/iefp<d--- m'tny t/tinga to tAain ia para- 
WiM, (v. 3.): nai f.XdXfioiy avroi^ rrokka Iv ftapajioiMlt, and tlie con- 
cluding one., urAgn ./r*i« find Jinithsd th(Jie parablfS (v. 53): 5re 
iriXtatv 6 'lijowf rdf :tapaiioka^ rniirof, ecoiii to he a clear proof tliat 
lie dill not {>r«9cnt tlie inteniicdiate matter 03 a compilation. Moil:, 
indeed, narrates (Iv. 10), that at tho close of the liret parable, tlio 
(li»ei|>les being a^rain, iia70fi(ivat, in prififf, with Jcaiia, asked him 
for itx inlerjin-tulion; and hence it lias been contended* tlint tlicTc 
was an iiileiTuiition of tlie di.scouree al Ihia point ; but this cannot 
serve to explain the account of Matthew, for he rqneaoiits the re- 
quest of tho <li*ciples as htniig pirfcrrcd on the spot, without any 
previous retirement fnom the crowd; tluu pi-oving that he did not 
BU)i|>OSt: micli an iTitcrrnptioii. TliC concluding lonu which llalthcw 
iuMurls iiftiT tho fourth parable (v. 34 f.), might, with hetlftr reason, 
be adduced as iiitiiiuiling nn tnlcrruption, for lie thero compriaes all 
tlic foregoing mritblcs in ona addrc^sg by ihc wonls, .1/^ tAese l/tiivja 
fpate Jfmu m jxtrabUt, tCc., tcvto nufro i}jiX'}Ofv b "Iijoiwr tv 
mpaQoXal^ K. r. A., and makes tJie paiiae still nioi*o complete by the 
application of an Old Testament prophcey: moreover, .Icsus is here 
said (3(i) to change his locality. lo ui^inLt.t the mulliiude lo whom 
lie had liithcrlo been B]>caking on liie shore of the (jaUleaa sen, and 
enter the home, "f T-iji- ohlav, where lie give* three new parnldcA, 
in addition to the intcrjirctalion which his disciplca had nolicitcd of 
tiio ftcuonth Uut tliHt the deJivery of the Ia«t thr«e prables was 
Bt*[>aratcd from lluit of the pirtceding «ne« by n chan^ of place, uid 
consorjuciitly hy a uliort interval of time, very little alter* llie State 
of the case, l-'or it in highly improbable that Jesus woultl without 
intemiission tax the memory of tho po]>uliice, whose minds it was 
so easy to ovorbiirthcn, with four i>ariibles, two of wlucli wcio higldy 
aigniltcant ; and that lie should I'ortliwith overwhelm his disciples, 
wTiosc i»ower of comprcJicnsion he had been obliged to aid in the 
application of the first two pnrables, witli three new ones, instead 
of Mccrlaining if they were capable of independently ex[>ounding 
the tliinl and fourth. Furilier, we have only to look more cloacly 
At JIatihcw's naitntive. in order lo observe that he hiw fallen quite 
involuntarily on the interruption at v, 34 f^'. If it were hi* iiiteu- 
tion to communicate a acnes of parnblci, with (be e.xplanatioikf tliat 
Jesus pnTaiely gave lo bis disciplea of the two which wei-c mo.tt 
in)I)ortantt and were therefore to be placed at the head of the scvie*, 
there were only three methods on which he could proceed, first, 
Iwi might make Jeaus, iinniodistcly after the amnciurion of a parable, 
give its interpretation to his di3ci{>Ic.4 in the prcsfiicc of the multi- 
tude, as be actually does in the case of the lii-.fl parable (10 — 23). But 
the reprcBcnlation \a beset with the dilliculty of conceiving how Je- 
ans, surrounded by a crowd, whose e.X]>cctalion was on the -Jtrcioh, 

* Oliluuicn, & t:u. 
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oCMiM find IcisiiTi! for a conrrreation vide wilh liis di»ci|iles.* Tltia 
inconvfjiicnce Mark ]ic«eircfl, and tlK-refore clio«c llie second re- 
Kource tlint -KBx opcii lo iiim — t!i,il of making Je»it8 nilli his di?- 
dplcs wilhdraw nJtor llic Hrat pctrnlilc into M« Aoutf, and tlicrc 
deliver its intcq)rcL-ilion. Dut such a iiroccniing w-oiild bv too gniat 
a litndnuKe to one wlto proj>o«c(l publicly to deliver icvcml parables 
one af>t^r ilic Other; for if Jchus returned to the lioiisc imincdiatdy 
after tlic first jmniblc, lie liiid left tlio sccjiu in wbicb (he Knoeccding 
one* coulil be coii\T(iirntIy imparted to thi! pcojilc Consciniently, 
llic iiarmtor in tlw fir^t gospel cannot, with tx^spcct to the inlcrprc- 
tatton of the second parable, cither repeat liis first plan, or resort 
to tbc Mxontl ; he tlicrcforc adopta a^ ubin], and proceeding oninler- 
luptodlv throng two further parabW, it is only at tlicir close lliat 
he coDuncts Jcsos to tlic house, and tltcro makes him impart tlie 
airear of interpretation. Herewith them aixwe in the mind of the 
narrator a sort of ri\'aliy between the parables wliicii lie had yet in 
reserve, and the intcrprclaiion, the arrcar of which embarrasacd 
him ; as aoon as tbc lormcr were absent front his recollection, the 
latter would be present witli its inevitably associated form of con- 
elusion and return homcwaivl: and when any rcnuiinine rambles 
recurrcil to him, he was obliged to make tltem the sequel of tfie inter- 
pretation. Thus it betel with the llirec last parables in Matthew's 
naimtion: so that he was redueed abuoat ag.'iinsl liLs will to make 
the disciples their solo participants, though it docs not appcnr to 
have been the custom of Jcaua lliua to clotbo bis private instnic- 
tiona : and Mark (v. 33 {.) pliinly ttuppoaca the parables which fol- 
low the intcrjirctation of the Kecoiid, to bo also addressed to the 
people, t 

Slark, who (iv. 1) depicts lii« sanw scene by tito sea-aide, as 
ilattlicw, has in connexion with it only three parables, of which the 
first and third concxpoii*! to the first ati<l tliinl of lilallliew, but the 
middle one is commonly deemed peailiar to Marlcf Matthew has 
in its jjlarc the porublc wlicretn the kingdom of heaven is likened to 
n man who M>wed good seed in bin tk-Id ; but while men slept, the 
enemy came and sowed tares atnoitg it, which grow up with tbc 
wheat. Tlie ser^'aiils know not from wltcncc the fares come, and 
))ropoac (o root iImmii up ; but tiic master commands tliem to let both 
grow together until the harroitt, when it will be time enough to sepa- 
rate them. In Mark, Jesus com|»res the kingdom of heaven to a 
man who casts seed into tlie ground, and while he sleeps and rises 
again, the seed passes, he knows not liow, from one stage of dcvel- 
opinent to another: and tuAcn it ut rijK, lie jihU in (At nki'U, be- 
cau^e (Ae haraett it cmtx. In this parable tlicrv is wanting wliat 
constitutes tlic dominant idea in that of ilatlhcw, the tarex, soivn 
by the enemy ; but aa, ncvcnhclcss. the other ideas, of aowing. 
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sleeping, growin;; one knows not how, and harvest, wliony cotts- 
fijirint), it Ri&y be qitc^tlioncJ wlicther Muk docs not here inerd/ 
give the fwnc. jiarahle in n Jiffercnt version, which Ite preferred to 
tlmt of Maltlieiv, l>ecaii8e it Mcnied more inteiincdiatc between the 
lint [Hirable of the »on'cr, and the tliird of tlie ninatard-fleed. 

I.tikc, olito, ii»» only lbrc« of tin; i^ven patrablcs given in Hatt. 
xii!.: iiuiiK'-]y, tliow: of tiie kowi^, Iho niu.'<tanl-«t'od, and the leaven; 
to that the ptinililcs of the buried treawinj, t!ie jxMrl, and the net, 
as nUo Ihiit of tiic tares in the field, are (lernhai- to ilulliicw. Tlio 
juirablc of the «owtr is pUiccd by Luke (viii. 4 ff.) soinewliat earlier, 
and in oilier circiiTnstnncca, than by Mutlhcw, mid a^mrt from the 
two other pumblcs which he has in common with itic fir^t evang^ 
list's series. These lie introduces latrr. xiii. IS — 21 ; m position 
which recent critics unaiiiniou^ly acknowledge as the corrcet one* 
But this decision is one of the most remarkable to which tlie eriti* 
cism of the picacut Bgc has been led by its partiality to Luke. For 
if wo examine the taunted connectedness of this c^'angclist's pas- 
sages, we find, that .Icaua, having healed a woman louxd down by 
a ij>irU oftHjirmily, iiitciicea the punctilious ruler of tlie synagogue 
by Ihc ammieiit about the ox and asa, after wliicli it ia added (v. 
17), Andxtfien he hud mid (hese Uuiuj*, uU his adKertai-Ua were 
asfiOJited; ami all the ji€oj>(--r ivjrwMl for all the fflorioua things 
that xetre doru) by him. Surely so complete and marked a form <£ 
conclusion is intended tu wind up tlii; previous narrative, and one 
cannot conceive that tlic scijuel went forVi'ftTd in the same scene; on 
the contrary, the ]>hruscs, then said he, and again he said, by wluch 
the parables arc coimcctcd, indicate that the writer bad no longer 
any knowledge of the occasion on which Jesus uttered tliem, and 
hence inserted tlicm at mndom in thU indeterminate manner, far 
less judiciously llmn ilalthcw, who at least was care&l lo assocuUe 
them wilh analogous materlils-t 

Wo |»occed to notice ihe. oilier evangelical parables,} and first 
among ihem, thoac which arc peculiar lo one evangelist. ^Ve come 
foremost in Maillicw to the parable of the scrtiint {xviii. 23 ff.) who, 
allhotigli his lord had for^^veii him a debt of ten thousand tolentft, 
had no mercy on his fellow^ecrvant who owed him n hundred ; tol- 
embly well introduced by an exhortation to placabihty (v. 15), and 
the (picslion of I'cler, Jfow oft shall my brother sin agairut nw* 
and f forgive himf Likewise peculiar to Matthew is the paniUc 
of the InhourcTS in tiic vineyard (xx. 1 ft*.), which suitjibly enough 
fonna a countci'poiso lo the foregoing promise of a ridi recompcnso 
to the disciples. (>f the sentences which Alaltlicw Bpi)Cii<U to ltu3 
parable (v. II!), tlie tii-st, So the last tAall bcjimt, and thejirtt latt, 
by wtiich he liad aUo ])rcfaccd it (xix. 30), ut the only one with 
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wliich it [las any internal connexion; the other, for many are 
ciili^y butj'eic chosen, nitlicr gives the morgJ of the jiarablo of the 
royal feast and llw weOding nnncnt, in oonnexioii wilh which Slal- 
tli«w actually repeats it (xxiL 14). It was well a(ta|>lcil, honrGvcr, 
cvci) lorn fivra this connexion, to circulate on an iiioepcndent Apo- 
thf^i, ami 118 it appeared fitting to the evangelist to annex one or 
more ehort sentences lo tltc end of a parable, lie mtglil be induced, 
by some sapcrficjal Eimilarity to the one alrady given, lopUec ihern 
in companioaship. Farther, the parable of the two sons sent into 
the rincyard, id also peculiar to Slalthcw (xxi. 28 ff.). and '» not ill- 

S laced in coutwxion with llie foregoing questions and retorts between 
csus and tbe Pfaorisecii : it.* anIi-Pharisaic signiticaiic« is also well 
brought out by the sequel (31 f.). 

Among llie parables n-hirb are pecidiar to Luke, that of the two 
debtors {vii, 41 If.) ; that of the gooti SomanUn (x. 3U ff.) : that of 
the man wh(i»c accumulation of earthly treasure is iiiiciTUptcd by 
death (xii. IG tf. crnnp. Wis. xi. 17 (H); and aUo tlie two which 
figure the efficacy of iin[x>Tluiiatc prayer (xi. 5 ff. xviii, 2 tt) ; haro 
a definite, dear M^ifintion, ami with the cxcefilion of too lasl, 
which is introtlucedalHuptly, B tolerably conHislcnt connexion. Wc 
may learn from ttic two last parables, tlut it is often iiece.<t.vtTy en- 
tirely to abstract particular features from the jnnibli-.i of Je.ius, see- 
ing tliat in one ot them God is representLil by a lukewarm friend, 
in the other by on unjuitt judge. To tho latter is annexdl ihe i«ra- 
Ue of the rh'ari.iec nnd Publican (9 — U). of which only Schlciep* 
mMfaer, on tho alren^h of a connexion, fabricated bv liim«elf bo* 
twecn it and the foregoing, can deny the antiptiorisoic tendency." 
The jmrablea of the Wt sTic«|>, llie piece of silver, and the prodigal 
son (l^kc XV. 3 — 32), liavc die same direction. Mnllhew also Itos 
the lir»t of tlie*c (xviii, 12 ff.), but in a diffcrenl connexion, which 
delvmiiiics its inijmrt Eomcwhat differently, niiil without doubt, as 
will presently be shown, leas correctly. It i.» i-a.*y to imagine that 
thcie three jKirablca were spoken in inimediale success ion, becauso 
the Moond is merely a variation of the first, and the thinl is on am- 
plification and elucidation of them both. Wlieiber, according to tiio 
opinion o( modem criliciam, the two succeeding parables also bclone 
with the above lo one continuoua discounKst tntL^t I>e detcrroined 
by a closer examination of tlieir eonteats, whidi arc iu ihcinselvos 
noicwonhy. 

Ttu! parable of the unjust steward, noloriooalT tbc crux intcr- 
prelum, is yet witliout any intrinsic difficulty. If wc read to the 
end of ilie iwiablc, including tlie moral (y. 0), we gather the umple 
result, tliat the man who without precisely using uninst means (o 
obtain riches, la yet in the sight of God nn unprvJttalU etrvant, 
An-Aof axptio^ (Luke xvii, 10), and, in the croploynicnt of the gifu 
inliualcd to liim by QoA, n tteuard of in} wtic«^ t£uv6fK>^ rij^ Alkidof, 
may best atone for this pervading unfaitbTulnesa by lenity and bene- 
• i;*Wr ita Uia». 8- ISa. t BtMilwriar. at tur. S 913 K OIA mh b , Is Ioc 
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fiorncc towards his fcUow-mcD, hikI may l>j- tbuir iutcrvciilion j>rocure 
ft place in Iicaygd, It is tmc that tliu bcneticcncie of tiiu fictitioos 
steward is n fmud ; but wc tntul nbslmct this pnrticular, n^ in the 
case of two mrrious panhti-ft, wc liiii'c to nbstrnct the luiccwarmncss 
of tito fiicnd, and tl>c injustice of the judge : nay, th*^ neccwitj for 
such an abetraclion is intinatod in the nanutiv-c itscif. for from v. 8. 
wo gather that what the stcn-sml did iii ft worldly spirit is, in the 
flpj)lic»i!on, to he understood in a more cxoitcd sense of the cAildren 
of light. Certainly, if wc aupposc the wonb. lie tftal u faithfid 
tn that which w Uast, &c (10—12) to have boon uttered in their 
present connexion, it apjieara «a if ihc etcward were set forth aa a 
mode], deserving in aoriic sense or otiier the praise of faithfuioess ; 
nnd wlicn (v, IH) it is said llial no servant can scire tn'o masters, 
ttie iittcndMl inference seems to bo that this steward had Iwld to the 
ngitll'iil oiif. llencG we liave expositions such as tliat of Schlaer> 
machcr, wlio under the niaslor understands the Romans; under 
tlie debtor*, tlte Jewish {leoplc ; under tlic slcwanl, the pablicftns, 
who were generous to Uie kttcr at tlio expense of tlic former; 
thus, in the most arbitrary inanner, tran^fonning the master into 
B violent man, nnd justifying the stowiinL* Olstiaujen carries the 
per^-crsion of llic parable to tlie oxtri^inc, for he dej^adcs the master, 
who, by his judicial position cviilvnily annouiu^us himself as the rep- 
resentative of God, into ifX^ ■«* K^jtov roirov, the prince of thit 
world, while he exalts tlic steward into the image of a man wlio 
applies the riches of this world to spiritual objects. But as in tlie 
moral (v. il) the parable has a consistent ending ; and as inaccurate 
association is by no meana unexampled in Luke ; it is not admissible 
to conecde to the following verses any inBuenco over the iiiterpro- 
tatioii of the parable, unless a close relation of idea can be mode 
manifest. Now Ilio liict is, that the very opposite, namely, the most 
perplexing diveraiiy, exists, tlorcover, il i» not diOicult to show 
wliat iniglit Iiavo seduced Luke into a ftdse association. In tbe 
parable liiej'e wan mention of liio ■inaniirion of vnriffMeousru$s, 
fiaj4Vi^i^ T^ diiKia^ ; this siiggirsted lo him tln^ saying of .Tesus, that 
he who proves fiithful in the d^im-i /w/iwi'ji, i/u: unrighteout 7nam^ 
moM, ns I lint which is least, may also have the true ridics commillcd 
to his trust. Itut the word tn'inimon having once taken |>nssesion 
of the writerV mind, how couM hi? avoid n.-collccting the well known 
aphorism of Jc?ut> on Oodand Muninion, ns two ineomj>atible ma*len, 
nud addinj; it (v. 13), honti^'cr supt'rffuougly, to the preceding texts? f 

• L'lwp. 

f BcEini'r'^cnliursn hu dccldMl, Bdlrlg*) Ku. V< wlinr* Iw nfbUi Olihauicn'i inlet- 
prrlBtianuf till- [laraLIf, Uut IbU van* do** bet rPullv Uliiiijc tu id prMcDl puilEioii, nhlla 
*itli THpcct to lli« [-Nmliiix vtnra fram t. 9, liD limlg il pvariblo to buld thu miitrary 
Opinion. lie Wiiio bIw coai-iilon that v, 13 t* thr only oni diuddll; Oul oT planr. ll« 
Uilulu II poitlljlo, l<r w\-pv\ying >n Inurmedlit* prepMltlon, whlth he iii|>paa» (tip nriur 
to liavE oniltud, and vliuU luil finin i\ttpmdait UHaf rlvhn to roltlifulnfu is prc«cnrti|g 
IIkuw tnlnoled (o u>, l« nirt a lulBcK'Dt ronncaion to t, !I and HI — IS, wilhont inmn 
•■rily rrfiTrio^ (lie idea uf fiEihfulni^M tti tlic cundid't <if ihn MAwiinL The numenxu ftU 
NwpCai tKJtb Burii*ut ACl inodurcrj Cu «^jkfjiia the puriklilu uf Ui^ ttcKbnl wiihual * crilical 
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Tliat liy this Addition tbc prcrioiu parable waa placed in « thoroc^ibly 
fiilsc liglK, gave ihc writer little concern, pcrliaps because he liad 
not seiKcd ila real mcanin;;, or because, in the endeavour cotiijiletely 
lo dislinrllirn Ida evangelical meaning, lie lost all solicitude about 
the sequence of bi^ jiassagcs. It nnght, in general, to be mora con- 
sidered, tlmt tl>o% of our c^'angclisls who, according lo ibe iioir 
prevalent opinion, noted down oral tnulitiona, inual, in llie cotnpo 
sition of tltcir writings Iiave exerted tlicir ineniorr to an extent that 
would repress lite activity ofreiteclion; vonMsiiieitilv (lift anangc- 
mcnt of tltc ntatetial.4 in llicir nanstirn ig governed \>y tho a»M>cia- 
tion of ideas, tlie law^ of wliicli are partly de[iei»lefit on external 
relations ; and we need not \k Karprisod lo find many {)u«aec«, c»> 
pcciaJly from the di»eourMS of Je«us, nutgod log«tl>er for llie «oh 
cause that tlicy lui)i|ien to liavv in common certain striking couao* 
nant wordit. 

If from hcDce wc ^ncc back on tbc position), llint tbe parable 
of the iinJuM steward must bnvc been spoken in connexion with tiic 
foregoing one of tbe prodigal son, wc pcrcl^ive tltat il rcAls merely 
on a £il«e intcrprctntton. According to Sehleiennndicr, it is tlw 
defence of tlic publicans asaiitst the Fluiris«o«, that fonns tliebond; 
but tliere is no trace of publicans and Pharisees in tlic Utter parable 
According to Olsbausen, tbc compaasionatc love of God, regiresentod 
in tlic fgnsoing parable, ia placed in juxtajMtfilion with tlie com- 
uaasionalc k>vc of man, represented in the suceecding one; but simple 
bcncficcucc ia tbc sole idea on which the Latter turns, and a pomllvl 
between this and the manner in wliicli God meets the lost with par-- 
don, is rf|ually remote from tho intention of the tcaclicr and the nat- 
ure of tike ftubjecL The leinark {v, 14^ that the Pharisees heard 
all thcae thiiig:(, and, being covetous dendcd .Tcsus, docs not ncces- 
nrily reler to tlic ijidividiuds mcniioiicd xv. '2, so aa to imply that 
they liod listened to the intenncdiate matter as oito contuiaous difr- 
eoursc ; an<l even if that were tlw case, it would only siiow tlio \iisw 
of ilic writer with reit]icct to the connectedness of the parables ; a 
view whicii. in tlic face of the foregoing in^'cstigalion, Onnot pos- 
sibly be binding on us>* 

'We Iiitve already di*cua9ed tlie posaage from v. I^ to IS; it 
ooiuiiitA of disconnected «ayiiig», and to tho last, on adullety, is an* 
Mscd the mrnblc of tlic ricb man, in a manner which, as wc have 
alreaily notKX.'d, it isattcmptetl in vain to show as a real connexion. 
It must, Ivowcver, be conceded to SchlcierauuJier, that if we separate 
them, the allcmntivi^ namely, tiK- common ap{>li(:aliafl of tbe pafb l a 
to tbc penal justice of God, is attended with great diSicultieB.f For 
there is no indication ibroogbout ibc |mnblc of any actions on the 
port of tbe rich man and I^azsrus, tliat could, according to our no- 
tions, justify tho exaltation of the one to a phice in Abraham's 

iUlinUoa at tha uMciakd pune^ Mi D11I7 w mtar pNcA tb( it i> sbHliilirlr n. 
4>Uil» la a HllAclotj laiarptttMlDS. 

• CwupL De Wt«M, 09 UtrnKmOi I, S, & 8U. t Vt wp. 1 SIM. 
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bosom, and ihc condemnation of Uie other to torment; ihegiiilt of tlic 
one appcATs to lie in hi* weitltli, the merit of ibc other in his poverty. 
It ia intlood grncrnllv )!ii['ix)sc(l of thv rich ronn, tliat lie wa« ini- 
iiiodcrate in his inilu];^<ncv, nn<l that he had treRtet) Loznnu un- 
kindl^.* But the Intter is nowhere intimated; for iJic picture of 
the beggar lying at the door of the rich man. is not intended in tlio 
light ol a repi-oach to the latter. bccnuBe he might easily have 
tendered his aid, and vet neglected to do so ; it ia designed to ex- 
hibit the eontraHt, not only between the eiu'thly condition of the two 
]inrlio», but between their ]>n>xiniity in thi-i lite, and thoir wide sep- 
aration in another. So tlie oilier partietiW, tliat the begeor was 
cagrr for the enimbs lli^l IMI fn>m tlic ncli nuitrs table, al>e.i not 
imply tliat tlie rich man donit^d him tins pittance, or tliat he ou^lit 
to have given liim nioi« tlinn the mere crumbs ; it denote* the deep 
tlosrsdaiion of the t^rlhly lot of LnKanis compared with tliat of the 
ridi man. in oppOflition to tlicir reversed )i»silion after deatli, when 
the rich man is fain to entreat for n drop of wnter Irum the hiind of 
Laxarus. On the supiiosition that the rich man hnd been wanting 
in eompa^aion tovrards Lazarus, llio Abraham of the parsblo could 
only reply in the following manner: "Thou Iiadst once easy access 
to l^axnnis, and yet thou didsl not relieve him; how then canst lliou 
expect him to traverse a long di«tjiiiee to give thee nlleviation ?" 
'J'he i^tnnptuoiis life of the rich man, likewise, is only depicted as « 
contrast to the miserj* of the bogonr ; for if Jio had been snpposctl 
guilty of excess, Abmliam must liavc reminded him that he had 
taken too much of the good things of tlib life, not merely that he 
had received his sliaro of them. Equally groundless is it, on the 
otlier hand, to euppoao hi^h niorul excellencies in Laxnrus, since 
there is no inlinmtion of sucli in the description of him, which merely 
regards his outward condition, — neither are such ascribed 1o him by 
Abraham : his solo merit is, the having received evil in this life. 
Tltuo, in tills parable the measura of future recomjwnae i9 not tlio 
amount of good done, or wickedness pi!r|>cl ruled, but of evil endured, 
and fortune enjoycd,t "nd tlto apte»t niotio fur lhi.-< di.4euur.«e is to 
be found in the sennon on the mount, accortling to Luke's edition : 
£l<$tefl be ye jwor, for yourt M iJie iingdoin of God! ICwt to 
yOH that are rich ! for ye /lavti received your contobUwn ; a p«»« 
sage concerning which wo have alrcndv remarked, tliat it Records 
fully with the Ebionilo view of the worhL A similar cstimnlion of 
CXtcnial poverty ia ascribed to Jc^us by the other B^^topIUla, hi tltO 
narrative of the rich young man, and ia tlie aphorisms on the camel 
and the needle's eve (Malt. xix. 1 (! tr. ; Mark x. 1 7 If. ; comp. Luke 
xviii. 18 if.). Whether this e:ttii)ialion tielong to Jesus himself, or 
only to the syiiopticnl tradition concerning him, it wa.* jirobabl/ 
generated by the notions of tlio Exsencs-t \^''e liave hitherto con- 

■ rid. KntnOl, In 1(MV t C«inp, Da W*tM, I, S, S. M C I On Uh EnruM at r«» 
trniitm n/* rh'tri ((gTa^povfjrnr irintrnv). conip. Joupli. b. J. IL till. 3| Civdiwr, ablr 
EBKiicriintI KlAouiim. 1» Wlmr'i Zdliclirirt, I, S.31>; Grriircr, I'htlo, S, 8.811. 
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aidetcd Uie contents of tlie pamblc down to v. 27; fiy>m whenoe to 
the coiK^arion the nlject i», the vrritinga of (Iifi Old Testament u 
the iidcquate Mid on)/ moans of grace. 

in concltuton, we turn to a group of iioniljlcs, among wtiicb 
Mmv, aa relating to tli« dmlh and ictum of Ctin.it, ought, acvordii^ 
to oar pkn, to be cxecplcd from the present review; but h> tiir aa 
they arc connected with tlii; re*!, it la ncccswtrjr lo include llicm. 
They are llio thn^ piiralilcn of llie tvliollioas hiLsbandinc-n in the 
vineyard (Jlmt xxu 33 ff. ]win«ll.), of llw talents or miniv (MbH. 
XXV. 14 ff. ; l^ikv xix. 1'2 fT), niid the marriage fcnxt (Jhitt. xxii. 
S ff. ; Luke xir. 16 ff.). Of tfacAc the parable of the husbnndmcn 
in all llic Acconnts, that of the talents in Mntthcn-. and thnt of the 
riage lo«st in Luke, are simple pnraUes, unatloitdcd n-ilh diffi- 
ity. Not so tlic parable of the minip in Luke, and of the mnrriagG 
a8t in Malthen-. Thai the fonner is fundnmcnlally ihc same with 
that of the t^ilcnta in Matthew, ia undeniable, noT withstanding the 
many dttT-rgnicies. In both are found the jounicy of a maatcr; the 
uwcmbliug of the servants to enlniat them with a capital, to be put 
into circulation ; after ibc return of the master, a reckoning in which 
three M'rvants are ttignaliscd, two of ihcm ns active, the third as in< 
actiiT, wliencc ibo bticr is puiiisltcd, and the fonner revrardtd: and 
ill tlic annunciation of thia issue the words of the nta-iter are nearly 
identical in the two statemeiitfi. Tltc principal dtvei^ucy is, that 
besides the relation between the master who jotimeys into a &r 
country and but scrv.anlit, in Lnke there is a second relation between 
the fonner and certain rebclIiotM cttixens; and accordingly, while in 
Slaltltt^iv thi> niaslor itt .simply designated dvBpbtto^, u tiuiii, in I^ukc 
he iit styled dt-Optjrto^ «v>'i'vf. a tuMematif and a Innrjiluin is assigned 
to him, the object of his journey being lorrt¥(w/(ir A/t/t^f/f'ni-inj- 
dum : an object of which tliere is no mention in Slaltltcw. The sub- 
jects of ibis ]>(>r»onAgc, it is farther said, lialcd him, and after his de- 
parluiv renounced tlicir allegiance. Hence at the return of ihc lord, 
tlw rebellious cilixens, as well as tl»c slothful scrv.int, are punished; 
but in their case the retribution is that of death: the f.iilhful ser- 
vants, on tlie otlier hand, arc not only rewarded generally by an en- 
trance into the joy of their Loid, but royally, by the gift of a 
number of cities. There sro other divprgencica of less moment be- 
twKrri Luke and IHaltlM-w ; such as, lliat the number of sen'ants is 
undetermined bt the one, and limited to ten by the otiier; that in 
31attlicw they I'ci.-eive talents, in I^kc minx; in the one unequal 
snms, in the other v<iaai; in tlie one, tliey obtain nnetjtial prolila 
from nneniial stuns by an equal cx]>cndilun! of effort, aiul are there- 
fore etjually rewaidcd ; in thcoiher,lhey obtain uneijnal profits from 
equal suni-i by an nncqoal expenditure of effort, and ore therefore 
unusually rewarded, 

oiippo.'ting this porsblc to haw (trocceded from tlK- li|>M of Je:iu.i 
on two »e|nrate occasions, and that jlalthcw nnd Luke are ri^tit in 
their rcspiTtive arrangements, he must have delivered it first m the 
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more complex form ^ven by Lukv, wkl ihtn in the RiiH[4e one given 
liy Jlndtien- ;* tanm the former yUixa it Wore, the littler after tlie 
cnlmnce iiilo JonuMiiein. lliit lhi« would he conlmry lo all siioloCT. 
'Hte tirst jircinntnlion of nn iden is, ncconlliig to the imvr« of thoagbt, 
lite inosl !<iin|ili; ; witii tlie wcond new rvlnliotis may he peroeivcil, 
lite suhj«;( in.-jy \jv vikwci! umicr vnrious bsix-cIi", iind hroii^it into 
tnnnifoM coniliirialion*. Tlii-ro is, tlicrt-fuR', n louiidntion for Selileici^ 
mnclicr's ojiiiiioH, t]iat (.■ontrnry lo the arrajigeni«nt in the Ooxpek, 
Jesus fir«t dcliva"e<l tic parnblc in the more simple form, unil umpli- 
ficd it on n tinhsdjuciit oc-cns!on.t But for our jini'tivukr case tbi« 
order i» iiol less incoiiccivahic than the otiicr. Tlic author of a com- 
position such ns a pnmbk^ <rsiK'ciaily when it exists only in liia mind 
and on iiis lips, nn<l is not yet tixc.d in writing, remains the perfect 
master of Iiis materials even on tlicir second and more elaborate pre- 
sentation : the form which lie had prcnously given to tliem is not 
rigid and inflexible, but pliant, so tliat he can Adapt the origiiuU 
thoughts and images to the additional oneo, and thus give unitv to 
his production. Hence, had he wlio ga> c the above parable the fomi 
which it has in Lake, been its real author, lie would, after having 
tranafonucd tiie maater into a king, and inserted the particulars res- 
pecting the rebcllioiLS citizens, tinvo entrusted arms to the servants 
instead of money (comp. Luke xxil. i}f>.),t and would have made 
tliein show llieir lidclity rather by conflict with the rebels, tlian by 
increasing tlicir c:i{)ltal; or in general would have introduced some 
nlatioii between the two classes of iK-rson.s tn the [UirTtble, t)te ser- 
vatits and the cilixens; instead of which, tliey are totally uncon- 
nceled tlirouglioul, and form two ill-cemented dtvisions.S 

This shows very doi-isivcly that the parable wns not cnricbcd 
with these additional pai'liailars by the in)ngin4i1ion of it£ nuthor, 
but lliat it was thus aiiiplilicd i>y another in the process of tnui^ 
mi^Mion. This cannot have Wvn cITexited in a legendary manner, 
by the gradual filliiig up of the original sketch, or the development 
of the uiimitivegcrm; for the idea of rebellious citizens could ucvcr 
be evolved from that of (servants and talents, but must have bcai 
added from without, and therefore have previously existed as part 
of an uidependcnt whole. This amounts to the position lliat we 
have here an example of two originally distinct parables, the one 
treating of servants and talents, the other of tchcllioua citieena, 
flowing together in consequcucc of their Dintnally possessing the 
images of a ruler's departure and rcluni.|| The proof of our prop- 
osition must depend on our being able easily to diiientanglo the 
two parables; and this we can effect in the moat satisfactory man- 
ner, for by cxtracling v. 1:J, 14, 15, and 27, and slightly modi- 
fying tbcni, wc get in a rather curtailed but consistent fonn, the 

* Thut KuiaAl, Oinni. io Ljic p. GKJ. f Uiiliir dvii l^ltu, SH9 f. Kunilir Bcnu 
«llh him, I.J. Cbr. p. 188. t ''''■■■ '■ ■> "ply Id Nnnilvr'i alji-rtimi, p. lilt auin 
I lluw ['aolui, tXfc UauilU 3, a. p. 'C; run pniixnian (Iir iiiura ooDipli'X fonn cT t^ 
parkblr In Luke ai nol onlr ihr motl fultjr dcvirlop'^ hut the b«t vomid up, I inii at • 
Ins to uuiLnUmL || Cvnip. I>< Wells, I, I, S. XOS t 
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paniblc of the rcbdltoiu citizens, and ive tli«n rvoocnite the atmil- 
nnty of ilfl Icndcnc}^ villi tluit of tlie rcbcUioiu lituMndmim in tlic 

A siiiiikr relation sitliMGts between the fomi in vrhich tltc 
]sum1>lc of tiic marriage fcASt is given 1>t Luke (.xir. 16 if.), dihI 
thnt in vrliich it ia gircn by Matthew (xxii. 2 ff.) ; onl^ that in this 
cose Ijikc. as ia the other, Matllicvr, has t)ic merit of having 
preserved the simple original version. On both sides, the particulars 
of the feast, (he invitation, its n:jcction and the consequent bidding 
of otitcr guests, testify the identity of the two paraUes ; but* on tbo 
other luiiid. the host who in Luke is merely a eartain man, dv^pw- 
*f^ 'r'f. is in Jlaithew a ting, iiaaO-iif, wbo«C feast is oecasioncd 
by tlic nianiagc of hb son ; the invited guests, who in Luke excuse 
^themBcl\'e3 on various picas to the nwsacnger only once sent oat to 
tlicm, in 3I«llhcw refuse to come on tlie lirsl invitation, and on the 
second more urgent <me, aoioe go to tlwir occD)Kition9, while othei'S 
maltreat and kill tlic scrvama of tl»e king, who immediately seuda 
forth his armiea lo destKiy Ihoac murderers, and huni up tlieireity. 
Nothing of tluA is to be found In Luke : According to Itim, the host 
merely causes tlte poor and afflicted to be aasembkd in place of the 
gueiits first invited, a lurticolar wliiclt Matthew aUo appends to bis 
I lore^nentioncd incidents. Luke closea llie paraLle wiiEi the decla- 
'ntion of tlto host, (hat none of the first bidden guc^is sliall partake 
of hta *Dp[)er; but Matthew proceeds to narrate how, when iho 
hoom was full, and the king had assembled bis guests, one waa 
discorered to be williout a wedding garment, ana was fortlmilb 
carried airay into outer darkness. 

TI>e maltreatment bimI munliT of tl>c king'* laeiWngen are 
fbitaies in ibe namtiw of Jlatthcw which at once :<trikc mi as 
inoonsuricnt— lU n departure from tlic origiiml divilgii. Disregard 
of an invitation is sumcicntly demonsi rated by the njection of it 
on empty pretexts ouch as Luke mentions ; the malt real men 1 and 
even (lie murder of those who deliver the invilAlion, U an exagger- 
ation which it is Ivm easy lo atlribuli' lo Jcjiua than to ll>c Lron- 
gctist Tlie lallcr bad immediately Ix-foie a>mmuiiiciited the porablo 
of the rebellions husbandntvn ; hence thi're Ittiven-din his reColtectiOD 
the manner in whicli thi-y u-ere said to )uiii-c UMd tlM mcwengcn 
of their lord, beating one, killing and alonii^ ollter^, (XaiUvnt roiif 
dov)uovf ai-nv hv piv iittpav, bv 6i i^ixmvav, bv di ihOofUXtaav,) 
and he was thus led lo incorporate similar particulars into t lie present 
. parable (cpar^oovn^ rot^f 6oi'}-ov^ av-rov xtifiiaev >al a^inrfifat;) ovqt- 
[Soolcing the circumstance tluit nbal might liave been peruetrated 
wilb Hudtcicnl motive against »er%>anl» wTtO appeared with dcmandB 

" V. I?. -Ai^pWKf f>f ttyn^hnfria^ il( xupa* f»<i>^r, /etnr fary dMiU«^ 
ah«*, Uymnf •* MUy* nCmv ,Io«Mmi W «p4- ■-'■- «> V^n ir ty /cvnUdr 

m^ sannifuiiirr l^ p aft*^ ftm. 
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Rnd aulhorily to enforce (hem, liud in the ]»Uc.r ctiic no motive 
whAtcver. Tlini bercuj>on, the king. »ot ^atixRed vriiti cselading 
thvm from lhi» fijasl, •end.'* out hi.i iirmit-A 1o ili^^iroy ihem nnd bam 
up lhi.'ir uty, nece««ar!)y fvlli>w.4 fr»in the preceding hicidenl^s hut 
appvnr^, like tliein, to he ihe oclio of a pitmble whicit prciwnled tlw 
rvhttion belwecn die tnu^ter ainl tltc dqwndcntit, noi in the nuldiir 
form of n rejeelcd inviutivn, hul in the more severe ou« of nn ■»• 
»uiTfi-lion ; ti» in the pnroblc of the ht)»h<indni(-n in the vineyard, 
hikI llm( of the rvhcllious citi».-ii^, which we huve ithove sejuisted 
from the paralilc of the minai, Yi-l more dcciiledly doca th« drift 
of tlic la»t piu-iiculnr in Matthew's ptirubk-, thnt of the wedding 
nnnent, bctruy that it was not originally associated vritli the rest. 
For if the king had commanded that oil, ba/A bad and good, who 
were to be found in ihe higliways. should be bidden to tlic feast, he 
could not wonder that they find not nil wedding atliiie. To assume 
tliat those thus suddenly summoned went honie to wnsh. and adjust 
their dress, is an arbitrary cmendaiion of the text.' Little pr 
able b the supi>a»itlon tliat, according to oriental manners, the kin^' 
had ordered a caftan to be preaenled to each guesi, and migtit there- 
ioTO justly rcproaiJi tlie nieaneitt for not availing himtielf of the giflit 
for it li uot to be proved that fiich a eiutom exluted at the {leriod,} 
and it la not adini»:iiblc to prc5nj>|>om it mt-n'ly bi-ciiu.se llie anger 
of the king apjieiu's otherwise unfuiuicle<i. Hti( the nddiiion in 
<ine--<lion \i not only out of Kiirniony with the iiimgi-ry, hut with the 
lendeney of tiiis jmriible. l'"or while hitherlo its aim had been to 
exhibit the mitionid eontroDt Iwlwcen the porvcraity of (lie Jews, 
and llie willinguc:!* of the gi-nlUcs: it all at once passe* to ihe 
moral one, to diMlinguish Iwiween tlie worthy and the unworthy. 
That aflor the Jews had eontemncd (lie invitation to partake of the 
kin^loni of (iod, the lutatheiis would be called into it, is one com- 
plete idea, ivilh whieh Luke very properly concludes hia parable; 
that he who does not prove himself worthy of the vocation by a 
corresponding disjKisition, will be again cast out of the kingdom, 
is anotiier ttlcn, which ap])cars to demand a separate parable tor Us 
cshibilion. Here n"ain it may bo conjee tu red lliat the cotldusJon 
of Matthew's parabfc is the fragment of another, whieh, from its 
also refei'i'iiig to a least, mialit in tradition, or in the memory of an 
individual, be easily mingled with the fonucr, prcwn-ed in its purity 
by Luke.S Tliis other parable umsl have simply set forth, that a ■ 
king had invited vaiious guests to a wcilding feast, with the tacit^ 
condition that ihcy should pi-ovide themselvea with a suitable dress, 
and that he delivered an indi\'idual who had neglected iliis observ- 
ance to his merited punishment. Supposing our conjectures correct. 



* Frllwchf, p. Ci'i*. TliU rniurk tm* lo rtftit* De Wrtic'i (inilloition of 111* 
■b»m iiixiituUr in hii oxeg. Ilaudb. t Paului. exc^;. Kuiilli. it. i, :i. 'JIU ; UtabiuMBt j 
UU. CDiiim. I. S. Nil. I ViiL FrlUKbf, ut tup. { Kruin ttw aii]i.:ii>Ili lo SihDadl 
boifK't BuUItfrn. I •» Uui ■ tvvicircr In thv Tbuul. I.itentlurliliili. IKII. No. S9, 1 
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wc luivc here n slill moK eompounil parable llun in tbe former cam: 
a {wrnblc in wlitcli, Islly, tlio narrative of the nngratcful incited 
pnrlit^K (Luke xW.) forma tbe iniiin tissue, but so tbat, SndJy, « 
tlireiul frvm tbe parable of tli« robelliona liusbandmcn is interwoven ; 
wliilc, Srdljr, a condiuivn is yliiclKd on, galbcrei] apparcntty from 
an unknown parable on tbv n-c<liiiiig gnnucni. 

T)ii» iuittly«is gi^xs ua on insight into the procedure of cvaageli- 
cal tradition with it^ tnalcrinls, winch must be pregnant with roeults. 



S 79. MlSCELLANEOrS ISSTBLXTIOXS XXV O0^(TBOVEI^SIE8 

OF jEsrs. 

As ll»c disoouraes in Matt xv. I — 20 have been already con- 
sidcreil, vm must pass on to xviii. I IT., Dlark ix. 33 IT., I^nkc ix. 
46 ff., wliere variiw* <Iixoouriie« aro conReclod with tlic exhibition 
of a lillle child, o<rji.-i!oricd by a contention for pnM-ininencc among 
tite dutciploH. 'I'lie admonition to become as n litlle child, and to 
fanmble oiic*« »clf na a liltt« eliild, in Mallliew fonns u perfectly «ui(- 
abk coninM-nt on tbe aj-inbolteal reproof (v. 3, 4.); but tbe connexion 
between lhi» nnd ibc following deuantion of Jesuit, tluit whosoever 
icceires oim>- Mich lillle child in his name, receivejt him, is not «o 
obriou«. l"'or the child waa set up to teaeJi llto diwifih-s in wliat 
Ihey were to imitate it, not how tliey were lo beliave towards it, and 
how Jcsos could all ut onc« lose Aiglit of bi» originid olijcct, it ia 
difficult to conrcive. Hut yet morc glaring is the irrelevance of tbe 
dcclar«tion in Mark and Ltike ; for tney make it follow immediately 
on the exhibition of the child, 50 that, according lo llii«, Jesus must, 
in the very act, ba\'c forgoHcii ils object, namely, (o present the 
child to his ambitious diM-iplo» as worthy of imilntion, not as in 
irant of reception.* Jesus was sceustoiiM-d tu wty of his disciples, 
[lliat whosoever received tbcm, rccci^'od him, and in him, the Fiitlier 
fwlio lukd acnt him (SlMU x. 40 IC; Luke x. IG; Julm xiii. 20). Of 
' ehildren he eUcwhcrc says merely, that wlioaoevcr doc-* noi rcceivtj 
the kingdom of heaven as a little child cannot enter llieiein (Mark 
X. 15, Luke xviii. 17.) This declaration would W jwrfecily iidaptcd 
to tli« occasion in quejilion, and we may almost venture to conjecture 
tliat 07 fdr F>^ de$>/r(U r^r iiaati^iav luv ovparuv uf naiAlov, u-adi tlic 
original jNU.'tage, and that the aettml one is the remdl of ita coidiuion 
witli )Inlt. X. 40, hz iiv AiftfTM TtmAlov VOH1V70V iv ht\ tu di'iS/iaTi fjov. 
t.'lo*rIy connected by the word arm^Oti^, anneerintf, with the 
M-ntences just con«i<hrn^ Mark (ix. 3S f.) and Luke (ix. 49 f.) in- 
troduce the information which Juhn i.i tiaid lo give to Jcaua. tlut 
I llu) disciples having aven one casting oat devils ra tbe name of Jo- 
sos, without attachmg himself to their society, had forbidden him. 
Schleicrmaclier explains the connexion thus: bccauRC Jceua liad 
commanded the reception of chiUlren in hit name, John was led tc 

« C«np. Da ytMc, I, I, & MX. 
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llic confession, thnt ho anO his lusocinlcs !ind liilhcrto liocn so fiir 
from regarding the pcribmiiiig ofui nd in Uicnamc of Jwiut nx tlic 
point of diief importance, ihnt llicy lind inlrnlidcd tlic use of bis 
name to one who followed not vrith llicm.* .\llon'iiig this cxplano- 
lion to be correi^l, we must telievc that John, nnrated by the [iliracc, 
in mij name (which yet ia not prominent in the dcclftrution of Jntnx, 
and which must ha\'<^ been thrown still tarlhcr into the bRekpx>und, 
by tlie flight oi' Ibo child set un in the niidat), drew from it tlie ccn- 
cnl inference, tliat in all actions the csacntiBl point is to pcrtorm 
them >n (/a name ofJ^mis; and with equal rapidity, Icatieu to the 
i-cniote reflection, that the conduct of the diaciplea lowsTus the ex- 
orcist wa» in coniRiditiion with this loilc. But all iliia supposes the 
f6M:ility of combination which belongs to a Sclilciemiaclier, not the 
dulueiia which still cliaracteriaed (he dtBti]ilc8, NcverihclcsB, tlic 
above critic ha* uiKiucstionably opened on the Inie vein of connexion 
between the preceding apothegm and this n-^iKpioi? of John ; he has 
oiily failed to perecive that this connexion ik not intrinsic and orig- 
inal, but cxliinsie and sccondui^'. It was <]iiilc beyond the rcacli 
of the disciples to apply tlic words in fity natnt, by a train of do 
<Iuclion», to nn obliquely conoeeted case in their own experience; 
but, according to our jircviouft observations, nothing could be more 
conitidlcnt with the habit of associAtion that characteriiies the writer 
of the cvAiigclicfll tradition in the third Gospel, whence the second 
evangelist scctna tu liave borrowed, than tliat bo should be n-niinded 
by the etriking phrase, in mr/ nami, m tho preceding diacomsc of 
Jcjux, of an anecdote containing the eame expression, and should 
unite ibc two for Ilic sahc of that point of external similarity alone.f 
To llie exhorlallon to receive sncb Ultle children, Mallhcw an- 
iK'xcs the warning ngainat P^fftndinij one of tht^e little onen, osav 
iJgAi'vfit' (i-o Tui- fUKfiCfV Towriuf, nn epilhel wlilch, in x. 42, is applied 
to the disciples of .Tcsua, but in tliia ]iassagc, ap)iareiitly, to cliildrcn.t 
Itlark (v. 4^) lias the same continuation, notwithatanding the inter- 
ruption above noticed, probably because lie forsook I.uko (who here 
breaks off the dLacourse, and does not inlroduee the ndmonilion 
against offences until later, xvii. 1. f., and njvirt from any occasion 
that might prompt it), and appealed to Matthcw.S Then follows in 
itfatthew (v. S f.) and Mark (v. 43 f.) a passage which alone ought 
to open the eyes of commontafon* to the mode in whicli llie syno[>> 
lists arrange the sayings of Jesus. To the wnitiing against the o/^ 
/endinff, oKavittXi^av, of the lilllc ones, and the woe pronounced on 
those by whom offunctt c&me, ~o vndi-AaJ-ov J/iyroi, tlwy annex the 
apotliegm on the oJX-ndinQ CKOvdakl^ttv, of the liniul, rye, &c Je- 
sus could not pi-oeeed thus — for the injunctionx: SlUlt-ad not llie 
little ones \ and. Let not your sensuality oiialcsd you \ liavc nothing 
in common but the word mitUad, It is easy, however, to account 

• 1t*Urdrn l.uk«s S. 1J8 f. 

t Coirli. III. Wi'tlif. In lot, 

t \M. Fr^I»ihc ■n.l lie W'mt. In Iw. 
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for Ihcir R«Rociiit)on by the writer of ihc first Gospd-^ The wonl 

VKoi-iaXlinr Tccalld to his mind rD the discourses of Jcso^ conlnin- 

king a simil&r expression tlint hnd coroc to his knowledge, and also 

tjic hitd prcviooslr presented the admonitions concerning seduction 

ll>y the mctnbers, in a. better connexion, as part of the sermon on the 

Imouiit, he could not resist the temptation of reproducing them here, 

por the sake of this slight verbal niGnity with the foregoing text, 

[But at V, 10 he re«iinie» the tliread which he hnd drojipcl at v. 7. 

' and adds a fiirther discourse on tlw tl/Ue onet; fu«f»oif. Slntthcw 

makes Jesus confinn the rnhic of the little ones by the declaration, 

that Ibc Son of JIan was conic to seek the lost, and by the parable 

of the lost shrap, {v. 11 — 14), It is not, houxver, evident whv Jo- 

«u should doss thc/uKpovc with the d^nXuXi^ (/'mQ: and bott the 

dcclantion and the parotic seem to be beilcr pLiced by Luke, who 

tintroduccs the fomter in the narrative of liie calling of Znccheus (xix. 

^10.), Slid llie latter, in a reply to ihc objections of the Pharisees 

agaJitst tl)C amity of Jesus with the publicans (xr. 3 ff.). 3Iatlliew 

seems to have placed them here, merely because the disconrsc on the 

little ones remin<Ird him of that on the lost, — both cxcoipUfying tiio 

mildness ami humility of Jesus. 

Between the moral of the above parable (v. 14) and tlic foUow- 
ing rules for the conduct of Christians under injuries (v. 15 ff.). there 
is again only a verbal connexion, wliich may be liiiced by means of 
the words, B!i^A*p-iu, should perish, and ixipdiimi^, thott Aast gairttd; 
for the proposition : God wills not tliat one of tlwae little ones aboold 
perish, might recall the proposition: Wc should endeavour to win 
over our brother, by showing a readiness to foigivo. The direction 
lo bring Iho ofl'cnder before the church. tKKXtytia, is generally ad- 
duced as a proof llml Jesus intended lo found a clinrch. But be here 
speaks of llie innXtfaia as an iiiitilulion already existing: henco we 
must either jrfcr tlte expression to the J^-n*ixh icyiiag'^e, an inter* 

5 relation which is favoured by the analogy of tliiit airedion with 
cwisli prceejitii ; or if, according to tlie strict mnuiing of the word 
and its contiexion, rKKkijola mti^t be understood aa the designation 
of the ChrUlian i.'vmmiiuily, wiiidi did not then exist, it niu^t be 
admitted that we liave lien-^ at lea^l in the runii of expression, an 
anticipation of a subsei(|nent state of tliings.t 'I'hc writer oertaiidy 
had in \'iew the new rJiurch, eventually to be founded in the name 
(^ Jcfuit, when, in cuntinuiition, lie rqircscnlid ihc latter as impiirt- 
ing lo the body of the disciples the authority to bind and lo loose, 
previously given to Peter, and thus to fonn a messianic religions 
constitution. The declarations concerning tlie success of unanimous 
prarCr, nnd the prcsenoc of Jcsiu among two or three gathered to- 
getlKT in his name, accord with this prospective idea.} 

The next discourse that presents itsell (Jlatt. xix. 3 — 13, 3Iark, 



• Comp. Dt WtttB, in loc UaU. t Vilt Oir MfttU, ■»«. lIuilM* I, I. p. 1(5. 
J AwlsMii pt—fn ttam Iftiib BillinB an ilirai la WMitiia, Li{htlbM, Scbdttna, 
ialK. 



3S6 



THE UFU OF JESUS. 



X. 2 — 13), lltotigU bdlonging, according to the ovfuigclista, to tho ta9t 
joanicy of J«3UK, is o( the snnic stamp with the c]ia[iulatio>i» which 
thi-y, fur thf. niost tiurt, assign to the hist residence of .icsmn in Jc- 
nis:ik-iii. Some I*liari»ccs propose to Jeaus the question, at lhi«t 
tiiiii; much <li»CD8Si'(l in the Jewish schooU,* whether it be Uv^'ful 
lor M muri to put nway hiit wile for c^'cry cauae. To avoi<l a c^nlra- 
illction belwe<;n nioJcrn practieo and the dictum of 3esa», it lias 
liwrn alleged thnt he Iwjw oenflurex the sptciet of ilivorcf;, whicli was 
the only one known at tliat iwriod, niiniely, the ni-lnlnirj- diatiiis^al 
of a wife; hut not the jutliciai m-panuion r<'.-*orf<'d to in the present 
(lay.t But ihitt very argument involves the Rdnii^gion, that Jcta* 
StoioancKd all the forms of divorce known to him ; henec lite onc»- 
tion still remnina whether, if he could have }iad cognisance ot the 
modem proccituit in disolving nintTitnony, he would have held it 
right to limit hia general censuif. Of the siicccwling dccliu'ation, 

Krompted by a question of the disciplcH.J iinniclv, that cclihacy may 
B practised for the kingdom of hc^ivtii's sake, Jesiis hiinselt aay*, 
liiat it cannot he understood by nil, but oiJy by those to wAovi ii 
is ffifen {\: 1 1). That the doctrine of Jesus may not run counter 
10 modem opinion, it lias been eagerly suggested, that his panegyric 
on celibacy liad relation solely to the cirt^uni.stiince.t of the coming 
tiiDC, or to ttic nalni-e of the apostolic mi.4.tIoii, wliich would be im- 
peded by fimiily tie^-i Hut there i.i even leas intimation of this 
flpccial buiring in the text, than in tlie analogous passage 1 Cor. ■ 
vti. 25 tt'.jl and, adhering to a simjtlu interpretation, it must bo 
granted [hut we have hero one of the instances in which ascetic 
j)riiidplu>, such 06 were then prevalent, csi>cuiiijly among the ICs- 
scues,^ munifvjEt themselves in the leaching of Jesus, as repre^ienlcd 
in the synoptical gospels. 

The controversial (Uscourscs vrliieh ^latlhcw, almoat throughout 
in agreement with the other syiioptiste, places after the entrance of 
Jesus into JcniBulem (xxi. fi — 27; .\.xli. la — Ki),** arc certainly 
pre-eminently genuhie fragments, having precisely the sniril and lone 
of the rabbinical dialcctie.i tn the time ot' Ji;.«il.s. The tliirtl and fif^h 
among llieni are pariicuUrly worthy of note, bocnu»c they exhibit 
Jesus as an interpreter of tieripluitj. With re^iicct to the former,, 
wherein Ji-su.t endeavours to convince the S«dilucec8 that there will 
be a reanm-iTlion of the deati, from the Mo^nie designation of God 
as iJte G»d ot' Ahi-aiiiim, of Uiuic, and of Jacob, maintaining that ho 
id not ihc God of lliu dcjid, but of the living ()lutt. x\iL 31 — 33 



I 



* BtiiiUtiM R. wL Kum. t. 90, \a WtOTcIn, |>. 3il3. + E. e. raoliif, I. J. I, B. 
S. 4G, { l^uT [jTuluilJii JubI'U «b to llw com^cCODM of tliir |iriwiiifQ i^Wpii to Lbia diioiurte 
ef J(>*u>, lUL NMiKlvr, Ui.<:\it. S- &iA, Aitm. | I'miliiv 111. S. M, pxtg- ItBudli. i, & 
Situ, I In lliit fiH'^ui', it it lrui< Ait coliliicy !■ al Ant rawiunicnilc'l a> fa«i tor r&* 
frmtKl dittTif I l>ui (br Apotllc iIh* duI rii I'tai-n ; Cur M v. :iJ II. Im nJ.li. Ur [Aut u 
WHUtTHiJ ntnft j\,r lAt fAi»j» i/tii LarU — lit Ikil I'j m^rrtij/i-r llir llmiii itj ih- iiv^'tl j 
^ft mutWq tv t-^Ul-at^y «mcli tuu«t (« i^^ujillv valkl uiiili^r aM oircuinvtaiiiv*, ttiid wlili'h 
■autdt III • kUiii]i«. ioUi il>i> rundiiiMiBLtl ■•ifiii'l-ni of I'«u1'> vuhl IJi>iii|<. lIDckpri'i 
OntniriiUti in l.re- *; ^id. Ufromr, I'biiiL S, H. 310 t ** A condM cludilaUon at 
Uuuu uujr It fuuuil in ILin, I- J. ( 1^. 
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L): PaiiliiN admiu that Jcsnw Jwre nr^ips subtilly, while lie 
contends lliat the roiK-Iti*i<m is ronlly involvwl in tlw premises. JJuI 
in llic exprVMiion sn^aij— i?^? (he Gvd of Ahntham &c.. which liaJ 
become a mvr^ rominU, nothing more U imptied than that Jchorah, 
has he hail been the (irolwting Dcily of th^sc men, would for ever 
continue such \o tlicir jifwli-niT. An individunl relaiion BiibsUlin^ 
boiwccn Jchovsh ami i\w patriarchs nficr their <leatb, is nowhere 
else alluded to in llic Old 'I wtameni, and could only be disoovered 
in ihc above form V>y nihlitiiicid inlcrprcten. at a tinio when it wa.1 
tltouzhi desirable^ at nnr fx^*U to aIiow that iho idea of immortality, 
wIiicD had become [>f«v-a1etii, n-«s containex) in the law; wliercs hon- 
c\'cr, it is not to be mtt with by luijii^judioecl eye*. W« dud the 
relation of Uod to Abnihnnt, I«a.-ic, and Jnoob, atldaccd ax n guar- 
antee of imtnorljility ebewhcrc in nbltinical nr^inentHlions, all of 
wliich could lianlly ha\-c been moiled on Ihis one of Jesus.* If 
we look into Ihc most n»:cnt comnicnlancA, nx nowlicre find a randid 
confesMon as to the real character of the nrgumcntation in question. 
, OUhausrti Itas wonders to tell of the deep Imth cont«ine<l in ft, and 
\ thinks that he can deduce from it. in the shortest way. the autlien- 
Iticity and divinity of the Pentateuch. PnuluH sees ilic \-aliditT of 
I the proof hclircen the lines of the text ; l-'ritzsche is silent. AVhcrc- 
[fi)re thcae erosions f Why is the praise of having seen clearty, and 
ken opcrJv. in this matter, abandoned to the Wolfcnbuitel Frag- 
MisITt Wltal spccli-es and doubles ighted beings, must Moses 
[and Jeaua have been, if they mixed with tlicir colemporaiie) wilh- 
>oul any real paiti<;i[)ation in their opinions and iin iifiiifaiia, tlieir 
\ joyi and grlefit ; if, nienfally dwelling apart ftom their ng« and na- 
tion, Ihey contbrrned to llwse rcUitioiis only externally and by ac- 
commodation, while, intcnially and according to Ihcir nature, they 
|Sloo«l among Uicforemost rants of the enli^ht«-ned in modem timcji! 
"For iBore noble were these men, nny, they would then only engage 
our sympathy and revcivnce. if, in a genuinely Iiiiinan nuiniicr, striig- 
gling with the limitations and prejudice:* of their n w, (liey succumbed 
to them in a hundred secon<Uiry matters, and only attainwl perfect 
fretylont, in relation to the one |ioint by whidi each was destined to 
contribute lo the advancement of mankind. 

A eontrovcrsial (jucstion concerning tl«5 Jlew.ih is proposed (v. 
Gl — \Gf to (lie I'liariscea by Jesus, namely. How can the same pei^ 
KHiagc be at once lite I<ord and the son of Daviil ? i'aidus maintaitia 
tliat thi.t is! a model of inlerprelalion in conformity with the text ;! 
an aii^i^riiou whidi is no good augury that his onii ]K>.'>4eii.ies that 
(]unlili(.3ilivn. Acconlin}' to him, Jeiuui, in asking bow David could 
ndl (lie Me^Mtah, Ijini, when in the general opinion he was bis son, 
intended to apprise the rharisee.s tiiat in this I'aalm it is not David 
who 'u speaking of the Mouiah, but anollier poet w1k> is sjwoking 

• — 'lictiM. Bnac I. v. 1, In UghUW. ^ IS3, and a Uanun Bra Itr. 
t ^« >^ *tl> FraeinrM, Lwiia«'i turn Uebrag, S. 431 S 
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of VtviH BS his lonl, no tlwt to suppose ihia varlike psalm a n»e». 
niiinic onv, U m niixlnkr. WIiv. mtkit I*aulii-% aIioiUJ not Jeaiut lia\-e 
t>>uii(l out tliij iiili-rjircUlioTi, itinoc it in the tnie one? Itut thtit bi 
tlic- grwiid MTor <»f hi» Milirc ntUfiiK! of Intorprelalion — to suppose 
lluit >vli«l ia truth in ilfHT, or more correctly, tW ua, must, cv^ii to 
the. minutest dctuils, hjivc lievii tnith for Jesus and the apostles. 
The ntujcirily of aiicifint JcwUli iiiferprctcrK apjtly tliLi psalm to the 
^(es^ittli ;' tlip- apostles use it at a propliccv eoncemiug Clirist {Acts 
iL 3't f. : 1 Cor. xv. 25) : J<;«u» hiuiMrlf, lu^ronlitig to Matthew and 
^liirk, adds iv Ttvetiftart Ig iaiSd KoXil airbv KAptov, thus plainly 
^vlcig hU appi-oval to the notion that it is Durid wlto tti«re speaka, 
and lliat the Messiah is his sulijcct: faow tlicn can it lie tlM>i^it 
thai lie held the contrary opinion? It is Car more prolmLle, as 01»- 
liauacii haa well shown, that Jcsna believed tlie penlni to Iw a utcA- 
slanie on«: while, on ibe other hand, Pauliu is cfumlly correct in 
toaiiitaiiiiug tliat it originally rotbiTcd, not to the Mei5»iiiii, i>iil to 
some Jewish ruler, whether Pavid or nnotlicr. Thus we liml lliat 
Jc:«us here gives a model of inlerpi'etation. in confonnity, not willi 
the l«xt, but witli the spirit of his time; a diacowry whieli, if li«j 
above observations be just, ought to excite no surprise. The volt^ 
lion of the enigma which Jesus here proposca to the Plmrijtccs, lay 
without doubt, accortbng to Iiis idea, in the doctrine of the higher 
niilurc of the Mcs-Mati; whether ho hold thai, in virtue of ihia, lie 
might bo atylcd the I^ord of David, while, in virtue of Ins liaman 
nature, he might also U? wjjarJed aa hb son : or whether he wished 
to remove the latter ni>tion as erroneous-t The result, hoii-cvcr, and 
perhaps also the inlcntinn of .fesus with resjx^ct to the Pliarisc 
was merely to convince thorn iliat he ivaa cajwbie of relaliaiing 
liiem, in their own way, by cnibaraasing lliem with captious que 
liona, and that willi better sueccns tlian they had obtained in their" 
iittempts to cntra]) him. Hence Uic cvant^elials place this pfissage 
at the close of the di.^pu tat ions prompted by tiie Pliarisecs, &nd Jllat- 
tJicw adds, JVeit/ier durst ani/ vuai j'rO'H that day forth as& Aim 
antf vtore quettio'tn: a concluding form wliich Is more suitable Itcrai 
thiui after ttic lesson admiiii*lercd to the Siulduct'cs, wliere it is placed ' 
by Luke (xx. 40), or than after the discussion on the greatest ooin- 
mandment, where it is introduced by Jlark (xii. JM.). 

Immediately before this (|UC8tion of Jesus, tlic first two evan* 
gclista narrate a converiMilioii with a htwijer, vo)iiii!>f;, or tnrl&it, "ififft- 
fiarrfif, eoncemtng thcgrciifest commandment. (Malt. xxii. 34 ff. j 
Stark xii. 28 ff.) Matthew annexes this conversation to the dii«putc 
witli tliQ Ejadducccs, aa if the Pliarisces wished, by their nucslion 
as to the greatest eomipandnient, to avenge tiic defeat of llw Sad- 
ducces. It is well known, however, that these sects were not tlias 
friendly; on the contrary, wc road in the Acta (xxiii. 7), lliat iho 
i'hnrisucs were inclined to go over to the side of one wliom they had 

* Viit. Wutilain, in Inc. 1 tiinirtl"'Wrt;, (Ttiiinuil, 1, a, SL 110 (L; t\ta I'aiiIb* hiiDMlf, 
ixrg. DiiDilli. a, a, H. SKI (. f Cotnii. Do \^'stlf. In Ik. 



DOOOUBBBS OF JESUS IK TBB TBREB FntST OOKIVLS. 389 

prcTunisly pCTsccatcI, solely liccausc he bad had the sdilivss to take 
the position of nn o[)|Kiiiciit towards Ibc Sadducccs. Wc may hero 
qaoto Schncckenburgvr's oliscrvntion," tliat Tllalthcw not Bcldoiii 
{lii. 7 ; XvL 1) j)lacr« the Pliarisevs niid SadduixTJ &idc by aide in 
a wxy tliat rcjireiienla. not their real hostility, but tlicir aasocialion 
in the memory <yf tradition, in which one opposite suggested anolher. 
In thia rcspeel, Slark's mode of annexing lliia oonversation to tho 
L.lbregoing, is more consistent ; but all tlic eynoplists uem to labour 
'lUlder a common mistake in supposing thai ihc^c discussions, gTOaped 
logetlier in tradition on account of their anaiogj-, followed each otnei 
eo closely in time, that one coUotjny elicited another. Luko doea 
not give the qufiation concerning the grealcsl cemnutndiiicnt in con- 
nexion with llic eoiitrovcrsica on ihe rcflurrcction and on the He»- 
siah; but lie has a similar incident earlier, in his narrative of the 
journey to jGrusalcm (x. 25 If.). The general opinion i.s thai the 
tirst two GvangeliMtA leooiint the same occurrence, ami the third, a 
distinct on&t It ia tnic that the naiTalirc of Luke difierit fn>iu liiut 
of Mattl>cw and Mark, in several not immaterial pcMnts. Ttie first 
ditlcreooo, whi<:h we Itavo already noticed, relatci* to chronol-^cal 
position, and this tiaa been tlto chief inducement to tho KuppoaJtion 
of two evojitii. 'riie next difference lies in the nature of the quc»> 
tion, whioh, in Luke, luma on the nUo of life calculated to iruiuTe 
the iuhej-ilance of denial life, but, iit the other orangeliat«, on the 
greatest oonniiandnieiit. The third diScrence is in the subjctrt wlio 
pronouneoA iiil« comniandmcnt, the lirat two s}iM>p(iaIs repreji^nling 
it to be Jestu, tl>e third, the lawyer. Lastly, ttiej« iit a dilT<;renee 
aa to lli« i**w\ tltc lawyer in Luke putting a second, nelf-viiidka- 
tory, que«liun, which aula fortii tli« parable of tlie good Samaritan ; 
Lwhile in the two otlier evangelists, he roiire* eitTwT satisfied, or 
silenced by tlte answer to the tir^<L Meanwhile, even between the 
nnrratirc of Matthew and that of >Iark, there are inijiorlant diver- 
gencies. The principal relates to llie character of ihe ([iierijit, who 
111 Matthew proiK>«es hU qne:itiun with a view to teinpt Je.tiis {ff«- 
odi^v\i in Mark, with j^mkI intentions, because he had perceived 
tliat Jesus hail aiiKwereil the Kadducees well I'aulus, indeed, al- 
thotigh he elsewhere (I.ukc x. 2d) considers tho act of tempting 
(^x-^ffM^Coif) as the putting a person to the proof to subserve inter* 
estcd views, pronotiiice.<t iTiat iIm: word ^mpd^uv in this irulaiiee can 
only be intcii<Ied in a good sense. Dut tlic sole ground for thin iiitej-- 
prctation lies, nut in Mattiiew, but in Mark, and in tliu unfuiindwl 
supjx^sition that tlie two writers could not have a ditti-xeni idea 
of the character ami intention of die inquiring doctor of (lie law. 
Frilzacbo has correctly pointed out tiio diiheulty of ooncilialing Mat- 
thew and Slark as lying, partly in the meaning of tlie word ^u^d^utv. 
aud parly in the contcxi, it bring inadmUstUe to siip|>ose one among 
a aeries of malevolent cpiestions friendly, will»>ul imy intiuiatioii 
of the distinction on tltc pari of tlie wriicr. \\\l\i (his important 
• Uat«T dM L'npmx a. «. C, & IS. 47. f Panlu* «•><> OIi Ii im w . in ko. 
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dirersily is cnnncdod the minor one, tliat wliilc in Mntthcn*. the 
acribc, after Jcius lui^ Tocircd the two comtiintulinoiil*, tu silent, 
*p|)arcntlj' ti-oin shame, which ia no av^ of n friendly disposition _ 
on liii pari towards J^sna; in Murk, he not oidy bcslowa on Jcaus 
tho approving Gxpreasion, }Velf-, Master, tAou AiittC said i/ie IrulA, 
but entur^H on hi.i doctrine so an to drnw from .Ic^ua tlio declara- 
tion ihiit lie has mistceritd dUcr^etly, and ia not far from the iiny- 
iloin of (rod. It niiij' \w jd«o noticed that while in Matthew- .Tcstia 
aimiily rejiealw the rinniimitilmenl of love, in Mark he ]>refiu:e3 it by 
liie ivoiilit, J fear, O /fnigl, tin'. Lord thy God is one ]/>r<L Tliu^, 
if it be held limt llic diUcrcjiccs between the tiarrattvo of I Jike, and 
that of the two otJicr cvniigciists. entail a necessity for iiu|i[>o:tin;; 
that Ihcy arc founded on two scpuratc events; thu no alighier dil- 
fcn-nces between Mark and Slattlicw, ninsl in nil consistency be 
miidc It reason for supposing a thiol, lint it is so difficult to credit 
the rcab'ty of liircc oecuneiiccs csacntinlly alike, tlwl the other alter- 
native, of reducing them to one, muat. prejudice apart, be always 
prtferrod. Tiie narratives of JIatlliew and Slark nro the inoat easily 
idcjitificd ; but there arc not wanting points ai contact between Mat- 
thew and Luke, for in Iioth the lawyer vc^itii^ appears as a tempter 
ir-Mpd^uv). and is not inijireMwd in fiivmir of Jesus by Iiis answer ; 
nor even iMitwoon Lnke and Mark, for ihc»e aj^ee in appending ex- 
planatory remarks tc> die greale;»l cominandnient, a» well a» in the 
inwrlion of fonns of ossciil, such as Thou haH arumertd right. 
Thou hfut mid the friilh. Hence it is evident that to fuse only 
two of their narratives is a half measure, and tlint wc niu^t cither 
rcgni'd oil three as independent, or all tlirco as identical: wlienco 
o^n VK may observe tlic freedom which waa used by the early 
Curislian legend, in giving various fonns to a single fact or idea, — 
the fundamental fact ui the preeeni case being, tliat, out of iho whole 
Mosaic eodci Jesus had selected the two coiniuandincnts conceniing 
tlic love of God flnd oui- neighbour as tite most excellent.* 

Wc come now to tlic great anli-pharijuiic discourse, tvlncli Mat> 
ihcw gives (xxlii.) as a .lorl of pitched battle after the skinniKhing 
of the piecciling disputations. Mark (xii. 38 IT.) and I.iiku {xx. 
45 ff.) liave also a <liseoursc of Jesus against tlie acribea ypaMtartX^, 
lul extending no further than a few verses. It i» however highly 
probalfle-, as our modern critics allow.t that Jesus should launch out 
into fuller invectives against that hody of men under the cireum- 
slaiices in whidi Matthew places thai discourse, and it ia almost 
<;ertaiti that itnch kIi:it]> enunciations must have preceded the cata- 
strophe; so that it is not admissible to control llie account of the 
lirsl evangciuit l>y the meagre ono of the two other !tynonlists,t 
especially as the Ibrnicr is iliatinguishod by cotuiectedncjts and unity. 
It is true thnt much of wiiat illatthew larrc pi-csents as a coiilintioua 
addi-ess, is assigned by Luke to various scenes niid occMioiis, aiul 

* Coin|>, D« Wvttf. tttig. Ilniidb., I. I, S- I8<i, f SlelTort, Dbcr den linpruiii; dui 
rnlsn V.r., S. 1 17 t, J Comp, Oe WoU*. 1, 1, S. IKI. 
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it woald hcnctt follow tliat the ftwrncr has, in this ctac sgaiti, blended 
the original dements of the tliscourec with kinilTuMl matter, bolonging 
to till' ili&coun;cs of various pGriods,* if it could bu shown that tho 
arrangement of Lukr is llic correct one : a position which niitst there- 
fore Ik' oxaininpd. Those parts of the anli-phansaic harangue which 
Luke lias in cx>nimon with Matthew, are, excepting the couple of 
vcraeswiiich lie places ill tIk same connexion as Malthew, introduced 
bji' hiin as coiiconiitaiit with two cntertaininciitii tu wJiich he reprc- 
Isenis Je.iu» an being invited bj- Pluiriwejt {xi. 37 IT. ; xW. I ff.) — a 
politene^ on ll»nr part which njijicnni in no other Gospel. -The 
expositor* of the prceent day, almost u-ith one voice, concur in nd- 
iniritig the naturalness and faiilifulncss with which Luke lias pre- 
scrvctl to us the original occasions of tlwac discourecs.f It is cer- 
tainly nnlund enough that, in tbo second entertainment. Jesua, 
observing the ellbns of tlie guests to obtain the liighcst places for 
themselves, should take occiuion to .admonish thtni ai,'ainst aasDniing 
Ihe precedence at feasiit, even on the low ground of jTudeniial con- 
Bidciations; and this adinoniiton appears in a curtailed form, and 
without any special catuie in llie tinal anti-pharisaic dittcourae in 
Slatlhcw. Tilark, and even in Luke again (xx. 46). But is it other- 
wise witli the diitctnirsc wbicli Luke atlaclic3 to the earlier entertain- 
nuent in tlie PharUt-f^'s Intiisi-. In the very commciicenient of lhi« 
tepa&t, Jcsiw not oidy yitcaks of the ntvftiin^, 6pita-}-^, and wicked' 
neat, frnvtipia, with which the Phariwc^ fill the cup and platter, and 
honours tliem with the title of fooU, d^pon^, but Wi-aks forth into 
a denunciation of icw oOai, agiuniit them and tho scribes and doctor* 
, of Ihc law, thrcalcnin" tLcm with retribution for all the blood tliat 
■liad been shed by their Others, wh^c deeds they approved. Wc 

Kuit that Attic urbanity is not to be expected in a Jewish tcaclier, 
t even according to ttic oiiental slandaVd, such invectives uttered 
at taUo against tlie boat and his guests, would be llw grojiscst dere- 
liction of wtiat is <lue to hospitality. This was obvious to Schlcicr^ 
macher's acute perccjition : and he therefore supposes that the meal 
passed off amicuhly, and that it was not nnlil its elo-ae. when Jcsua 
was again out of the liouae, that the host e.\pressc>l his surpriac at 
tho neglect of (ho usual ablutions by .leaua and his disciples, and 
that Jesus answered with tto much ain>crity-{ Hut to assume that 
the writer hait not de^ribcd the nteal ilstdf and tlie incidents lliat 
«CConi[Kinic>l it, and tluit he has noticed il merely for tJie s.ike of ils 
connexion with tUr fiilKKvptont discourse, is an arbitrary mode of 
ovcri-oining the difficulty. For tliv text runs tliiu : Atui he went 
in ami s'ji doten to nwU. And wAat tAe /'Aari»M aaw it, Ae mar' 
veiled {hat h« had not Jirtt tauAed bffort dinner. And the Lord 
said vnio him, doO£biv ii iviitutar it H ^aptaaJa^ Iduf lOaifiaaiv, 
in oi ftpuTov i^arrrloOit-^' Ufit rfl & Kipuv "P^ ati^i'. li ia mani- 

■ Schuli, ttlirr del AlwDdiaihl, 8. 813 T.i 8(kM(kaitiar)9cT, Dbcr4(n t'npraaK- S. 
U. t 8<U<faniiMli»r, Olvr lUn Ukiu. S. iS3. lUCCi UtilwaMii, In loc, aad iha 
wriun mmOvmii in tlii! AmBoigf **t*. J VI Mp. & IKiX 
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fMtljr impossible to ihnLit in between tboae acnfencca tl)6 duration 
of the meal, and it intist Imvo been the inteiiltoti of the writer to 
attacli /»« marrvUid iOaiitaatv to /c sat down to meat (ii-frvTOKv, snd 
he mid <Jw to he manvlled )6a{<}iai}n: Hut if Ibis could not 
really liuve been the cases unless Jefliiit violated in tlie gmsseiil msn- 
uer the »iii)plcst dictatci of civility, Ihero U an end to the TitimtctI 
accuracy of l^uke in hU allocation of thitt diacourse: and wo have 
only to inquire how he could be led to give it ao fal^e a ]x»tition. 
This i» to he discovered by comj}aring the manner in which tlic two 
other eiyiioj)lii<l3 menlion the offence oX the Plurisces, iit tlic omi.-t- 
»ion of the alluliona before meals by Jcsils and Iua diseijileit : n cir^ 
ctunstanca to which they annex discourses dilTercnt froin those given 
by Luke. In Maltiicw (xv. 1 If), scribes and l'harii<ec« from Jo- 
Tusaleni ask .le^ua why bia disciples do not obscivo the custom of 
washing before meat? It is thus implied tlut ihey knew of this 
oniisaion, as may easily be supposed, by report. In Mark (vli. 1 IT.), 
they look on (}6&vni\, while come disciples of .le^us eat with ua- 
waahen hands, and uuU tlicni to account for this iTToguhtrity. Lastly, 
in Lukei Jesus himself dines witli a I'liarisec, and on this occasion 
it is observed, that he neglects the ususi washhiga. This is an evi- 
dent climax : lit^iriiig, witnessing tokinj; food togcilier. Wiis it Ibrtn- 
ocl, ill the descending ^jdalion, fi-oni Luke to Matthew, or, in the 
ascending one, from Matthew to Luke? From tiio jwint of view 
adopted IJy the recent critics of the fimt Gusiiel, the former mode 
will be held llie most [)n>bahle, namely, that the memory of ibe 
original sci'iie, Ihc re|iiu<t in the Pharisee's house, w«» lo»t iii llio 

Iiroce^s of Inuiilion, and irt therelon^ wanting in the first OosjkL 
Jut, apart from the ditficully of conceiving that thU dijieoun*e was 
uttertrrl under the circumstances with which it is invested by Luke, 
it is by no mciuts in accordance with the course of tradition, when 
once in |K)S»e;Mion of so dmroatic a particular as a feast, to let it full 
sgain, but rather to sujiply it, if ladiing. The general tendency of 
the leeend is to transform the abstract into the concrete, ihc iiiudiate 
into the immediate, liearsay into vision, the apectnlor into tlie [lar- 
ticipator; and as tlie oHcnce taken against Jesus by tlie i'iiarisees 
idierrcd, among other things, to the usages of tlie table, uutliing was 
more natural liian lor legeud to associate the oiigiii of llie oneiicc 
with a particular place and occasion, and for this purpose to imagine 
invitations given to Jesus by Phariaeoa — in vita lions ivhicli would 
be liLitoricalTy suspicious, if for no other reason than itiat Luke alone 
knows anything of them. Here, then, wo agahi llnd Luke in kU 
favourite einiiluynicnt of furnishing a fi-amc to iho diicoui-ses of .le- 
itus which tradition liad delivered to him : a proceduiv much farther 
removed from lli.■^toric faithfulness, than the cnort of Mnilliew to |nvo 
unity to discourses gathered fix)in ditlercnt iiei'iods. without adiTiiig 
■nutter of his own. The formation of the climax above displayed, 
can only he conceived, hi accordance wllh tlic general rchitlon be- 
tween the syiioplbts, in the followhijj manner: Mark, who in tiiis 
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in^tsncc rWdcnlly had Slatthcw before Um, enriched liis account 
with the dramatic expression Idwrt^i whih: Luke. !ndi''pcitdoQt of 
both, has addod n repast, AtTt-ov, whether prcsciitcd to liini by a 
more dcvclopc-d tradition, or invented by his own more fertile im- 
aginstiotL Together nilh this ludiialoricnJ [HHition, the proportigna 
tEsmscIvea aoem to be diatigured in Luke (xL i'J — 11, 4V.), and the 
obaerration ol* the Jawyer, Matiar, thus saying lAou reyroacAitt ta 
also (xi. 4o), too much rc»cnibtc3 an aniliciat traositton from the 
philij)pic ngniiiiit the I'harUco.t, to tluit against the doctors of the laiv.* 
jVnotlier passage in this dL»(;our*e lias been the subject of much 
discuasion. ll is tliat(v. 35) in whidt Je#u.-* threalens liia cotctu- 
pomrics, tliat all iho innocent blood shed from liiat of Abel to tlutt 
of Znchariaa, the »on of BaTacliiAS. tlsun in the temple, nill bo re- 
quired of their geiionition. Tlic Kapluirias of vrlioin rucIi an end \a 
nanatcd 2 Cliron. xxiv. 20 ff. n-.is a son, not of baracltias, but of 
Jcboiada. On the oilier hand, there was a ZacharLKS, the son of 
Banich, who came to a similar end in the Jewieli war.f iloK^over, 
it appears unlikely that Jesus would refer lo a miinler wliich took 

Elaco 850 a c. as the last, llcncc it was nt first supjiowd that we 
avc in r. 35 a prophecy, and afterwards, a confusion of tlie earlier 
«ilh the later event: and the latter notion has been used a.t an ac- 
cessory jjroof that the first gospel is a posterior contuthilion.t 1' "», 
hawc% ex, etiually probable, that ihc Zacharias, aon of JetloindI^ ivIiom 
dealli i* narrated in the Chronicles, lias been confounded with the 
prophet Zocliariah, who was a son of Borochias (Zncb. i. 1 ; LX X. ; 
uaTudi.inJo0cpbti9,i9notthesanio nante);S especially as a Targum, 
evidently in consequence of a like confusion with tlie prophet who 
waa a grandson of Iddi\ calU the murdered Zadiaiiah a son of Iddo.j| 
The innnler of a ])Fi>]ihi*t, ineiilioiicil by Jeremiah (xxvL 23.), vm* 
doubtless i>ulK«ciu<-nt to lltat of Zaehimah, but in tlte Jewish order 
of tiic canonk'nl Imokis Jerrmioli pieccdea the Chronicles ; and lo 
op|)Ose a monlcr revealed in the tirst canonical book, to o«e recorded 
in tlic but, was entirely in the style of Jewish parlance.^ 

AOer having conaidercd all the discourses of Jesus given by 
Slatthcw, and comrared them witli tlKir parallels, with the exception 
of those which bau come before ua in previous discua«i<m8, or whicli 
have yet to oonw before tts in our examination of sm^e incidents in 
the public ministry, or of the history of the passion : it might ap[x>ar 
rer|UisUc to the oomplelencss of our criticiiun, tliat we ahould al«o 
give a separate iniixstigalion to ttie connexion in whicIi the two otlicr 
synoptists give the discoui^ies df Josua, «i»d from this poiut review 
tlic jiarallcls in itialtliew. Itiit we have alivady cast a comparative 
^ance over the moat remarimble discourses iu Luke and Slatk, and 
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gone tlirough the pBrabIca which «re peculiar to each ; mul ns to 
rcidainder of what thcr offer in the form of tliicoiirecs. it will citlicr 
come nnder otir future eonaidcration, or if not, ih** point of view from 
which il is to be criticised, has been aufticicnlly indicated in tlie fore- 
going invcstigntions. 



CHAPTER Vn. 



DISCOURSES OP JESUS IN TUB FOURTH OOSPBL. 



I 80. COSVERftATIOS OF JESI'S WITU XICODEMUS. 

TiiE firNt conKitlerable (t|)fciinen which tlie fourth (lospol gives 
of tlio teaching of -Tt^aus i^ his conversation with Nicodcmus (iii. 
1 — 21.). [ii ihfl prt-vioiis dmpler (23 — 25.) it is iiamited, that 
during the liritt juiKHiiverutleiidcd by Jesus nflcr hi^t t'niraiivc on hj^ 
jiublic ministry, lie had won many to faith in him by liie miracUe, 
atifiiia, which hu itcrlbnncd, but that he did not commit himself to 
tliem because he saw ihroiigli tlicm : he was aware, thai is, of the 
uncertainty and impurity of their faith. Then follows in our pit-sent 
chapter, ait an example, not only of the adliercnts whom Jcsu* Iiad 
found even thus early, but ul.to of the wariness with which he tested 
and received lliem, a more detailed nccount how Nii:odenniit, ii ruler 
of the J«W4 and a I'hnri^ce, applied to him, and liow lie was treated 
by Jesui". 

It is through tlie <ioi"i)e-I of John alone that we Icani anything 
of (his Nieoitcmuit, who in rii. ^0 f. sjipenrs as the advocate of Je- 
sit«, 80 fiir as to protect ngiiinst his l>cing condemned without a hcaiv 
iug, and in xix. :^£), as the iiarlaker with Joseph of .-Viimathea of tlie 
care of interring Jesus. Modem crilieism, with rcjison, considers it 
nirpristng that ilBlihcw (with the other synop'i«lB) does not even 
mention the name of l!ii.-« n-mailinbic adherent of Jesus, and tlint wc 
have to gather aH our knuwicdge of him fi-oni the fourth (.losjiel; 
flince llie jKCuHar rehition in which Nieodennis stood to Jesus, anil 
hill [larliei pill ion in tlie care of his inteniicnt, must have been us well 
known to Matthew a» to John, This iliHicnily has l>cen numbered 
ainongllie argiiiiienlii which an- ihonglit to pruve ihiit the first Gospel 
wail not wrillwi by the a|i0!*tle Mutilicw, Imt wos the product of ■ 
tradition coiisiidenibly moiv n-uioie iVoin the time and locality of Jo 
sua.* Hut tlie tact \» that the common fund of tradition on which 

■ Ri'hiiLt, iiUq lUf AI-fnilnutiL 
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>n ihc synoptisls drcvr had prcsm'ed no notice of this NKodtnnu*. 
Witli toucliiiig pi«t J- the Chmtutn Ic^ik) hoii rccorrlvil in the tablets 
of her memory, ibc names of all tltcoihiTs wW )H'I|>e(I lo render (he 
ImI lionoDTs to their raunlered master — of Jos^'ph of Anmathea and 
the tno Marys (Matt. xxviL t>6— 61 junilL); why then was Xico* 
demus the only neglected one — he wlio was csjweiiiJly disliitguished 
among tho«« who tended tlie remains of Jesnx, hy his noctnrDal in- 
terview with theteJiehcr sent from God, luid 1>y his advocacy of him 
'among the ehief priests and PhimMTS ? It is so dilliciih to conceive 
thai the nunie of iLi? ninn, if he had really nMiimeil such a po.aiiion, 
would have vanished from the popular cvnngt' Ileal Inidition, without 
lea%'ing a single trace, that one is induci^l to inquire whether the 
eoiilrart' snpposition be not more capable of rxpLanation : namely, 
iliat such a relation between Xicodcmns and Jeinis miglit have licen 
fiibricitlcd by tradition, and adopted by the author of the fooith 
Gospel without having really subsifted. 

John xii. 4^ it is expressly snid that tnanff atnony IM chief 
TuUra believed on Jesus, but conccnled their faith from <In.-ad of cx- 
cominunicalion by the Pharisees. Imtcoom: t/iey loved iAejrraue of 
nun viore than tJu jyraise of God.' Tliat towards the end of his 
career many people of rank bclievol in Je»u^ even in scerel only, 
ia not very prolwhle, since no indteation of it apjit-nnt in tlic Acta of 
the AjKfctth-s : for that the nilvice of Gamaliel (Acts \. 34 ff.) did 
not onginittc in a fmsilively lavounilile disposition towards the eanso 
of Jesus, seems to be suflicietitly demonstrated by the spirit iA his 
clisciph; SaiU. Moreover lite synoiitists make Jesus dceJarc in plain 
ktcnns that llie secret of his llcssinhship Iiad been re^Ttalcd only to 
, and hidden from tltc \ciiie axtA prudttU (yiaii, xi. 25; Luke 
. 21.), and Joseph of Arintatliea is the only iii'iividual of the nihng 
Jass whom they mention ns an adlierent of Jesus. How, tlicn, if 
f Jesus did not really attach to himself any from tlic upper ranks, came 
Ltlic case to be represented diRcivntly at a later |>eriod ^ In John 
^vii. 4g f. we nwl thai the Pharisees sought to disjianice Jesus by 
I reniiirk lluit none of tlic rulers or of Inc Phari*eea, but only tlie 
jit )H>pulacei believed on him ; and even later advemrics of 
Jhrifltiauity. f'vr ex*imple. C^l.tii.i, laid great alress on tlic ctrcum- 
etance tliat Je^us liad hod ua hut di.iciptea fni^rovf dv^pbrToi'f , rcA- 
iJwif «<il i-ot-rof roCif irofqpordrtwf.t This reproach was a ihoru in 
the side of the early church, and thougli as long as her mcnibcra 
were drawn only Crom the jK^plc, she might reflect with ^alistaelion 
on the declarations of Jesus, in which he had pronounced the poor, 
'"^X'^. and simj>le, vifzioi^. blessed: yd so soon as she was joined 
by DMMt of rank and educalMui, these would lean 1o the idea that cob- 

* Tb» 'ShttI bronuiioa" it vrrr w>l ; gwi ta Dt. FmIos t rc — i li gjtm ■ omM 
hiot "U lo manir nmimant ia tk» 111* df Jhh, Ok caiun U ^iiih ■■« Mt at rt — " 
(I. J. I. B. & ltl)( Hut l«.P » ll. UU Btbrdt uaVMlaTW, Uw^fh }nm oprntr, b 
ted of nulmf kA tan ■*! laOncalU aUlM ■• *^ «* -»t Mm . Ibr tbr nplaoMim tt 
■Kwh ihMi i( mlnoilau* Id Uw Ufa •? Jaw (tlw tnuitgmtliao, nddtan ttltr Ik* i««» 
iMtkD, ««> i Uric. e. C(l). L «<;. 
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verta like tbcmsctvcs bad not \xm vrnnling to Jesus dunng lii« life. 
But, it would bo objected, nolbing had been hitherto known of such 
conv-crl.'i. Naturally oiioti™h. it might be nnnwcrcd ; eince fear of 
their efiiinl.t would iiiducn llicm lo conceal thi^ir relations with Jesus, 
Tbu* a door waa opened for the admissioii of any number nf Bccrct 
udhi'ieiils among the higher da^s (John \\\. 4- f.). liut. it would 
he. farther uij^d, how could they have intercourse with Jc?us. unob- 
Hcr^cil? Under the veil of the nigbl, would bo the answer: and 
thus the scene wus laid for the intcr^icns of eueli men with Jesus 
(xix. Sy.). T!u.'<, however, would not sufEce: a reuit-Bcntative of 
ibis claM inuiil acluidly appear on the scene : .Tosenh of Ariiiiatben 
might have been clio.tc-n, bt.s name being still extant ni tlie synopiiejil 
tradition; but the idcnofhiin wns loo d«tinit<-, Mid it was the interest 
of the Icgvnd to name more than one eminent friend of Jesus. Hcnco 
a new pcrsonngc was deviwed, whose Greek imine NwMijfiof t>cen)s 
to point hini out BigriificJintly as ihe represent alive of the dominant 
class.* That this development of the legend is contine<1 to the fourtli 
Gospel, is to be explained, partly by the genornlly adiniit(.>d lateness 
of its oripn, and paitly on the ground that in the evidently more 
cul I ivated circle in which it aroee. the limitation of the adherents of 
Jesus to the common people would he niore oflVnsive, than in tlio 
circle in which the ajmoptical tradition was formed. Tims the re- 
proach which modem crilicisni has cast on the first Oo.-'iKd, on ihe 
score of its silence respecting Nicodenms, is turned uiwn the fourtli, 
on the score of its information on the Nirae suited. 

These considcralioni^ however, should not ercate any pivjudice 
Dgainst the ensuing converssition, which is the proper object of our 
investigations. Tnls may still be in the main genuine; .Icsus may 
liavo held iuich a eoii\'er:iation with one of his adhcirnte, and our 
evangelist may liavc vmU-lli»h<'.d it no further than by making this 
interlocutor a man of rank. Neitlu'r will we, with tlie author of the 
Probabilla, lake imibragc lit the ojK'iiing address of Nicodcimis, nor 
complain, with bim, that tlierc is a want of connexion between tliat 
address and the answer of Jcs^us.t The requi^iiiion of a nf;/i l/irf/t 
(■revvtfiijvat dvu$€v^, as a condiliun of entrance into the kinctloni of 
heaven, docs not difl'cr essentially from the summons wilu iihicb 
Jesus opens hia niinistiy in the s_J^lOI>tical gospels, JiejKtit ye, for 
the kingdom of heaven is at hand. New bii-th, or now ercatton, 
was a cun-ent image among the Jews, especially as denoting tlie 
eonvcreion of an idolater into a worshipper of Jehovah, ll was 

* t/<t 1h' nnflt-r iHVr in ini(iil lh« kinilrpil hjinif* Nic^>tdiii an'l Xjf«}|j|ltAlki. 

t l'nil>. p. 41. IticljHliiii'iilrr it, (lt:lit. hiiivi'irr. in do'lurinj; ufuimi Kulnol'i mcllioil 
ef iUpptr^nt: H ooiincxfon LrlWffi I lip thioiturivM in ■luhn, Ij/ \i\K innrrlion of propofLIIoiii 
and LuiGrincllatt ttlacaurH* fiipf>i»c(1 lo hav« tioon oinUIol. Lacknjuiliplomly aduilu (1, 
II. Hfl) that it, in Julin. uiucllilnR apiuiin h> Iw wanting; balirnn Iwo oiiinattivc si.- 
pcMiunit of JnuK, HO are nl to iiit>|>uH llut lh»r« nat su Iniiuntlila connniion brtwirn 
llinin in iUr iiilnil nt tha (vungoiliil, ami il ta ihii niiini'iiuii nklilrli if it til" tmk of cxi-i:(*ii 
la aacrttain. In Iruib (bs ■llwoiirri'* in Uw 4l1i rii>.|irl an< imviT nilin'ly winlinu inam* 
■intlnn (ipjirc frvin tlie ctnptfon* m hv luillicil j SI), llmuuli tliul cutinuxSoii la (aint- 
llnici let}- lilinL 
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coBtOfnary to xay of Abrnham, that wh«i. according to tlie Jewish 
sappoeilion, lie I'cnouuccd idolatry for the worship of the true God, 
bli0 became a iiew creature (rrisnn rP13).' The proseKlc, too, in 
[■llnsioii to Ilia iclinquuhing all hia previous associations, u'aa com- 
I pared to a ncw-l(orn cliild.f Tliat such phraacologj- was common 
Rinong ihc Jews at lliat period, is shown by the conlidenoo with 
wliich Paul applies. «a if it roqiiired no cxpbinalton, the term new 
cjvatioii, KcufTi «rtof, lo tbatc tnily (inverted to Chri.tt. Now, if 
Jesus mpiired, eveii from llie Jcn-», as a condition of entrance into 
li>c niCAxianic kiiigtlom, the new hirth wliii-h they asimtied to their 
Iieatheii pro^clyle^ Nico<leinm niiji^it iifltuntlly woiidi-r at the ivtgui- 
sition, itince the litruvlite tltoughi himself, u such, uncoiiilitionally 
entitled to tliat kingdom: and lliia >s the conatmetioii which Itu 
l»-eii put npon hia question v. 4.J But Nicoilvmits docs not ask. 
How const thou any tluit a Jew, or a child of Abrnham, most be 
boni a«un ? His ground of wonder is that Jesus appears to suppose 
tit possible for a man to be bom agsin, and that voKen he u ol<I. 
jit docs not, thcrcfoiv, nslonisli him that spiritual new birth should 
Ibe expected in a Jew, but coT]>orcnl new birtli in a man. How au 
oriental, to wltom ligunitive sjx-cch in gener.-il — how a Jew, to whom 
tho irai^ of (he new binh in particular must have been tauiiliar— 
how cjipeciully a iifVfier of /anti-U in whom tho misconstruclion of 
tigunilivc phrases caimot, as in llie Apostlca (e. g. Slatt. xv. 13 f. ; 
xvi, 7.), be ascribed to want of education— could understand this 
cxpresaion literally, haa been matter of extreme surprise to exposi- 
tors of all jxtttics. as well as to Jcaus (v. 10^. UeiKe some nave 
Bupiwsed fliat the I'itarisce reiilly tiiidenttiXM Je.tii.i, and only io- 
tended by IiU i^uestion to tc^t the ability of Je^us to inleriiivt hia 
figuntlivc cxpre^Kion into a niniple pn>|iOsitioii :i but Jvj^ua does not 
treat him as a hypocriie, as in that case be mu«t liarc done — ^be 
continues lo instruct him, as one really iynarant ob yiruaamna 
(v. 10). Others give the <[uc3li'>n the following turn : This cannot 
be mcsuit in n physical sens^*, how tlii-n otlierwise?! But the true 
drift of the qucj'lion is rather iho eontniry; By these words I can 
Otdy undcntund physical new birth, but how is this jiosjible? Our 
wonder at the igiioranee of the Jewish doctor, ihnrcforc, returns 
u|K>ti us ; and it is heightened when, after llie copious explanation 
of Jcaus iy. b — ij.), tliat the new btrfh which lie rctjuux-d was a 
, tpirituai tfiriA, ^ewijftji'oi i« rav irwi/torof, JJicodcmua liAS made 
no advance in contprehension, but ikika with tlie same obtnseness 
as before {r. 9.), J/ow atn lAeae tkingt &ef Hy this last dilficnlty 
Luckc is so alraitcnod, tliat, contrary to his ordinary cxcgctical 
tact, he iders tlie continued amazement of Nicoilcinius (as other 
expositorii Iiad teferred his original question,) lo tlie circumalance 

• DrfMihitk B. MTt. 39 r. uivUl. 2. lljamiMbar ».S.tl C mL 3 TaMlnma C *. 
i, hi S«l>Al(stB, L b. ;i)|. SonitfhiBj liiniUr it m!<I of Uum. rtnui SdifQMIti R. lU 
1 J«r<mi>lk f. IxlL I. acii. I, in Li|[lnt»t, |i. 96t. [ K g. Kaifp. Cofnin. In coUmi. 
a»l>ll cum Niwl. ia be 1 Ti^iw, Onm. 4, & ISt. U J. I, a. & ITO. | t^ke >ik1 
Tbuluik, in Im^ 
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tliat Jetos mtunlamccl Iho necessity of new binli even for IsraelitOfl. 
But, in that canet KicodetnuB would liavc iitrjuired c»iirfrniiig the 
noocci^iiy, riAt tlic )io-i.iiI)ility, of iliat liirlli : instead of lolciiig, Hon 
eon llivsc lliiiij|;t( huit he would have nflkcit. W/i>/ ntt'et tlicsc tilings 
be? Tliia inconceivable iiiUinko in a .Icwi.-tli doetor ut not llicn to 
be exptitiiicil away, and our surprise must bocome 8troi)g snspHon 
so soon IIS it can be .ihowii, timt togcnd or the evangt'liitt luul tn- 
duecjnenls to r^'{ire»t,-nt iliia iuilividual as mon' Ktnijtlf ituui lie really 
was, Ftmt, tJien, it mu.il occur to u-<, iluit in all descriptions and 
recitals, eonlntsis arc eagerly <>xiiiliii('d ; licm^e in tin; rvjicscntation 
of a colloquy in wliieli out*- |iurty is tlic icaclirr, tlic oilier tlie taught, 
thorc is a elrotig teniiilatiou to create a contrnsi to tlic wisdotn of 
the fbmicr, by cxagg^TBliiig the simjilicily of the latter. Further, 
we muat remember tlie saliitfaction it mii»t give to ii Cliristian mind 
of tliat age, to place n niiuler of Uracl in tlie position of an nnin- 
telligcjil jiei-iion. by the Kidc of tlic Ma«iter of (he Christians. Lastly 
it ia, a» wc flhall presently sec inoro clearly, tlie conBtnni method 
of Ilie fourth evangelist in detailing tlic canveteationa of Jciiub, to 
timn tltc knot anu tlio progress ol ibc discussion, by making llto 
interlocutors understand literally what Jesus inleniled tigiira lively. 

In rejily to the second query of Nicodemiis. .Icaiis lake.* entirely 
the tone <A' llw fourth evangelist's jurolognp (v. 11 — 13*). The 
qilcetion Ii<'neo «rwe», wlicthcr the evangcTist boiTOwed fioin .loitus, 
or lent lo him h!j own style. A [ircvioiiN investigation has decided i 
in fiivour of the intlcr nltcrnative,t Hut tlii» inquirj- refcrrwl iiien'ly i 
to tlic fonn of the dii>cour.-<e» ; in relation lo (heir matter, its analog)- 1 
with ihc ideas of I'hiH dues not auihorizi^ wt at once to conctudo 
tluit (he writer here [iu(h Ius Alexandrian doctrine of the Lrigos into 
the mouth of .lc«is;t because the exprvMioiH. \t'e njKui: t/mt we M 
do i'/wui, &c. « oiiatiev Xa?.miitv k.t K., and, ^Vw man huth iucended ■ 
tip to hiaven, &K. avSnt^ dvafll^tiKtv «. t. A., jiovo an annlMy with 
Matt, xi, 27,; and the idea of the pr(K!xLstciice of the Messiah 
which i» here proiM>iinded, is, as we have seen, not fon-ign lo the 
apostle Paul. 

V. 14 and \'t Je*iis proceoda from llie more simple things of tho 
earth, hiiytiiHt, ihc coniiimnicationa concerning the new birth, to 
Iho more difficult ihiiigA of heaven, tnovpavioi^, the announcement 
of tho destination of llie Me^Hiah to » vicarious death. The Son 
of Slaii, he aavs, muit fit UfUd vp (vtfwOii'm. which, in John's 
phraecoiog;ir". sigiiilie* cmeilixion, with an allusion to a glorifying 
cx.illation), in tlie same way, and with the a.-iine efl'cct, as llic brazen 
serpent >tunib. xxi. 8, 1>. Here many que:ationB picas ujion ua. 
Is it credible, that .Icsus nh-oady, at llie very comniciicemcnt of hia 

•in. 11 I ^ iuima^ry fopiviioii^tv T, IH i diAi' vi/(<Y 'u^Mu nlDrnn- jpR<o. 
no) nyv fia0rvavii ifo/r a>< ^aitiliivtri . Ill: wv^ v^lf, i Cif til tin huiirar nt irarpif, 
■ol Bbiili liwuSaiM/n lit rtf ripm*-, (f m iirftflt ii^TV""- 
t U nil oi|Wivt ■u'wMi A vltc rat »#ru- 1 1 1 — jui^ oi I^ oJtAi ti iTfftiia^m'. 
wov tin Ir TV vlimy. 

t Sup. i 411. t I hi* b iaftmil in ihs IVstftl-lllii, |i. Id, 
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pabHc initii.tliT, foiCMw ]>U deatli, ami in the sitocilic form of 
craciRxioii? uii(i tliat long bfttbn lie in.'tlnicteil [ii8 uiiici[>lc3 on Ihis 
point, he iiuitl« n couiiTinnicHtion on the titiliji^t to a I'luiriscc? Can 
it be hcltl contqslcnt with the wisdoni of Jcstw iw a Icjicher, thai Iw 
xhouhl imfwrt Huch k>iovrI«r|gc to NicocUinus * EviMt IiQckc* puts 
lh« qnvKlion why, when NifoJcmus hixl not nn(l<'T»lootI thft inoro 
obviotis (loctriiK^ Jvinis tonnrntfil Iiim with tlic njon' recondite, and 
especially with the «.-crct of thi; Slcxainli's chuillt, which wn* tlien 
80 remote? llcnniiwcrs: it Accor<ls iwrfcctly with the wisdom of 
Jesus OS « teacbi^, that he ahoolit icvcaI the suflVnngs ii[)]Joii]te() 
tor him by G<A as carlv as possible, bccnuec no instraction was 
bctlcr luliipled to cost down false wieldly hopca. But the more 
remote the tdcii of tlic 3<Ics§iah'8 death from the coneeptions of liU 
cotcinporRrics, owing to the worldliness of their expectations, tlic 
more impressively and unequivocally must Jeans express tlutt i<]ea, 
if he n'ishcti to pronmlgnte it ; not in an cui^inlienl torn) irhich Ik 
eoiild not be sure ibai Nicodemus would understand, Lockc con- 
tinues: Nicodenms was a man open to instruction: one of whom 
good miglil be expected. But in thia very conversation, his dutncss 
of comprehension in earifily things, Hiyna, lind evinced that he 
must have etill le.ts capacity for n&xvenly things, hrovpdvta; and, 
according to v. \'i, Jesus himself de^paiitsl of enU^htemiig him with 
respect to them. Lueke, however, Db«crve!<, that it was a ^o^cticc 
witu Jesus to follow up eaay doctrine whieli had not been compre- 
hended, by tliliieull doctrine which was of eourjio lejct compre- 
hensible; that lie purpaieil thuit to give a spur to the mind» of his 
hearera, and by fiimmin^ their attention, engage tJicm lo teHecl. 
Uvt the examples Vkhiirh Laeke adduces of vueh proceeihng on tl>e 
part of Je9u^ arc idl drawn from l!ie fourth gospeh Now the vciy 
point in question im wlictlH-r tliat goepcl correctly rciircsents tlic 
leachii^ of Jesus; consequently Locke argues in a circle. We 
haw w-i-n a stniilar procedure ascrilx'd lo Jc«us in !ii» convenMilion 
with the woman uf £>amariu, ami we have already drchired our 
opinion lliat suci) an ovcrhurthi*niitg of weak facullicii wilti enigma 
on enigma, does not aoconl with the wi#e rule as lo the comnmni- 
cation of doctriiKs which the name gO«{>cl puts into tlic mouth of 
Jc»UH, xvi. 12. it would not Mlimuhite, but confuM^, llie mind of 
llw hearer, wlio pentii'Ied in a. mi*n|ijir(!heii«i«n of llie well-tiiown 
figuii: of tl>c new hirtli, to [present to him the novel coinpnriwn of 
the Messiah and his denih, to the lirozen sernrni and lis efccls ; n 
comiuiriMMi quite incongraous with his Jewinti idcos.t In the first 
three go«pela Je^us |)urtuea an cntin-Iv difletcnt course. In these, 
wlicrc a misconstruction betrays itself on ihc part of the disciples, 
Jesos (except wlicre he breabs otT aIios*?lher, or where it is evident 
that the evangelist uuhiftoricAlly assoeuites a number of metaplKir- 
ical discouraca) applies himself with the afsiduity of an earnest 
teacher to the thorough explanation of the ditlieuliy, and not until 
■ t*l aft. p. IT6. f 0*mp. BrftKhnaiir, u( M|t. 
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he ban cfTectcd lliia iocs ho proceed, step by step, to convey furllier' 
inalruction (e. g. Matt. xiiL 10 rt" 30 If.; xv. !«; xvi. 8 ff.)' Thij 
lit the. method of a wUo toucher ; on the contrary. In Imp iVotii oiiafl 
Rubject tomiotlier, to ovcrlnirthen and strain tho mind of the hRiLrGr,^ 
ft mode of inatrutrtioii H-hicli the fuui-lli cvangcli.'<t alli-ibutcs 1o 
Jesa«, i.t wholly inconaJAtont with tlmt cliarnctcr. To ex]ibiiii tliu 
inconsistency, we muitt »u[ipoi>G tlitit the wntcr of the fourth go»peI 
thought to bciglilci) ill t)ic nio^t elective manner the conlnuit wbicli 
ttppetn from ilie lirst, helvrwn l!ic ivi.-«dom of tlic one party nnd 
tile inca^utcity of the otlior, by njinvjti-riiin^ the icnchcr u over- 
whelming tho ]>»j>il wlio put uninl('Ilig<!iil niK'»liotUi on the most 
ftlenivntiiry doi;trinc, with lufty and dilHcult Inemci', Ijcnciilli wbii 
Lis fiicultiiM »ru Ui<l proi>lrftte. 

From \: 16, even liiosc cominontntors w!io pn-1cnd to sonic 
atnlity in tbix ileintrlnient, lose nil liopc of ehowing that the Trniaiti- 
derol the diecoune miiy Imvo been Mpokcn by Jt«us. Not only docs 
Fnulti£ mnkc this confetuton, but c^'cn Olaliaiiscn, with a condse 
fitfltcniL-nt of Ilia rcaMons.f At thu nbovc verac, any special rcforenoii 
to Nicodemus vanisiies, and then; is commenced .in entirely general 
discourse on the destination of the Son of God, to confer a blcasmg 
on thcworlJ, andon the maiuier in wliich unbelief iiirfcita this bleaa- 
iiig. Moreover, ihcso ideas arc expressed in a form, which at one 
moment api)car3 to be a reminiscence of the cvangelist'a introduo> 
lion, and at another has a striking similarily with pnssnges in tli 
first epistle of John.t In ])ftrticuLir, the expression tA« onli/ bajo 
ten Si/fi, 6 fioi-nyci-ilc t'i^. wlucli is i-eitcatcdly (v. ICnnd 18.) nltrib- 
nted to Je.«iL» u.-t n dc.Mtrtiatioii of hi.-* own parson, is nowhere 
found in liin nionlli, eviii in llie fourth go^poi; tliis eircumstam 
lio»«vej-, maik.t it still more positively as a fiivourilc phrase of tliC 
cvan{^-li»I (i. 14 — IS.), and of the writer of tlie Epi»tlc;< (1 Jolui 
iv. y). KurtJier, many things are spoken of «s jmst, which at tl: 
supposed iwriod of this convenuition with Nicodunns were yet future' 
For ovcji if iho wordu, Ae gave, tduKiv, refer not to the giving ovc; 

* D« VIrUe Aililiici'f at exMnplet at ■ slmllnr ptMtitM oa (hr jiarl uf Jbuii Id Ih 
^no|iUcal c«|ii'If, iUuh. ili. 'ill x\. Ti t. llul tbew lira dum w vf ntatMy dlftl 
ftnst hind fruin Ibo uno iiniliir cvnutJuiuiiun iit .loliii. Wv lijivr lii<n< tu In'at Qf « winCj 
of BDiDlirDlirmiun, iii Ilia tit* nf ibU-h H li taiiMtiag rliai Jcaiii I1KI141I of •Iraoiiiclinii lo'. 
iU levi'l, rli«iH» In cti'inlti liiiiiBt^f lu a ilill Iom aiUiniUe iltltudv. In 111? ('■■"■C^ 
qunlAl fmin iliii Ki'un)ill>il>, cm l!ii> «t!ii-( huml, be h4t-e nanipln of nn vxoeMivc hIT- 
T4liiDtl-in. loo liieli >" f liiiidl* "t llifir iliUlly in prniii»lc llm ciuh of ivtut, on (b« p«rt 
ol llM rlili yoaiiu Riiin anri vf ilir »»• nf Zi'IioiIfp. mil .li>i» « hb iwrfoci pru|iricly vtocka 
tUrit ojcolixtic ■filmir hf llir al»ru|it prT*?nljitlQii of a lij^hrr ilrinjin^l. Thi4« InauuK^ 
CPUU oiily li« lUtillal ulih ihit of SIcoiiiiinii*. It (lie lullcr luiil )>~»|ir<-il liiiiix^r An \iimi 
•nliBHtrnmml, iliuI Jwui, liy a mililca iliHtit into 11 liiylici irgiaii, lin.l raiiulit (n canviniv] 
him oT bit IgnarnDW. f llll-l. Cioniii. ?, S. 11(1. 

t III. I'i: al'TtiM ianv ii KiHmt.titi I. !l 1 ftv rt ^ r4 i^vflivfti-, t4 furiimJ 
Ti #A[ /^)jMiv(i'{ ruv jtufffWiADJ ^juinimiv RUim I'lW/iwTVii. f|>|ij^nt>v (1[ fdv (DawoH,] 
si ivtfpuTW fiuUw rA txbnit ^ n> <lu(. A : Kal rii fui{' h- ri irtjirif fnitvi. ital •/ e>a>l 

111. I'd i>{tu fip iiyiir^orv i fiiA^ riv ria nirA ni •i.nii.iiitr. 
Kic^; Ciati Tiv vUr aimi ntv iimijniii I -I0I111 It. 'Ji JTrotiv'fatv|>u4v 4 "?■''- 
UuiRT, !■<] Tiif i rrmn'vii ti( aJTdi', /ti rat drov ir i/iiv. Irt r^n■ kIAv <i(rTO0 rtit a^I 
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to deatli, but to the sending of the Jlcssish into the worM; tlic cx- 
pmasions, mtn toved darl-ness fiYdTTtjaav oi ivflpunot rh ok&to^, niHl, 
tAeir detda W^re evil, ^ rw^jpi avrHv rA lp)Tfl (v. 19.), as LUckc 
«Ii>o Kiuiirks, could only be used after the triuinpli of d«Tfcnes3 liad 
Itferi achieved in iJie rejection and exectiliou of Jesus : they belong 
then to ibe evangelist's point of view al llie time wlien lie nTote, not 
to that of Je»u3 when on thn thirisliold of hi.* public ministry. In 
genera] the whole of this diacouiso attributed to Joi)u.'<, with it^ con- 
siiinl u.te of the third person to dri^iigniite Ihe stip{M>»ed sjicatccr: 
irilli iu dojcTimtical ternt* only fifrjiitten, liijht, nnA the like, applied 
to Jeitu^; with ils com]>rolieimvc viow of ihi^ cri!ti» iiiid \\i iKtultS, 
wbidi llie appearance of Je.«us pr<Mluc>Nl, is far tix>ol>j(;clire for us to 
believe that it ouiie from tlic lips of Jc^uk. J<-i<us could not Rpeah 
thusof hiin»clf, but tbo evangelist tnt^ht spcnk tbn^of Jesns. Hence 
tliesnino exjjcdicnl han bocii tidoplcd, as in tlicca«cof the Baptiat'a 
diMOiir«c already <.-onifi<lcrc(l, and it has been supposed lli«t Jecos is 
tlie apcnker down to v. 16, but thnt from that point tb« cvai^ist 
ajipends liiit own dugnmlic n'-flcctions.* liut tlu-jc is agtun here no 
iuliinaiion of sndt n transition in the text; rallicr, the connecting 
word J'vr, ^^ iy. Ifi.), sccnis to indicate a conlinantion of the Hunc 
discourse, Ko writer, ami Iwwt of all (he fourlli cvungvlist (comp. 
viL 39 ; xi. 5! f. ; xii. IG ; xxxiii. 37 fT,), would scatter his own ob- 
Hervalions thus undislinguisbiugly, uidt-sa lie uHabcd to cremate u mis- 
iipiwehi-n^ion.t 

If tlicn it be established lltat the crangcliet, iirom v. 16. to the 
end of the discourse, means to rcpicsent Jesos as the speaker, while 
Jesus GMn never have so spoken : wc cannot rest satisfied with the 
Iwlf mcflsurt: adojtled by Luke, when he maintains that it is realty 
Jesus who continues to speak from the above passage, but that the 
evangelist lias interwoven his own explanations and arnplilications 
more liberally lliaii before. For this adniissioit midermiftes all cet^ 
tainly as to how far the discourse belongs to Jeaus, and how far to the 
erangelist ; besides, as the disooorse ia distinguished by ilw closest 
imiformiiv ot* tliottght and style, it must be asicribcd eillier wholly 
to Jedus vT wholly lo tlic evangelist. Of these two alteniativos the 
former is, accordiug to tlic above considerationa, impo&sible; we an 

• r^ulut sn<1 nifhaium, ia lor. f Tlialaik (Gl>ub<ii«rdiick*it, % SSS.J addncw 
at trunpln <f * (iBiiUr sn»tM[*i>l fnunn of • dUoaonc ifMlfid Ana a tart/tgn MOM*, 
Willi ItH niilH'ien MUUr, GaL iL M C tjoA. II. E, ill. I,». UlMoa. Conm. Id 
Jo-. 33. Ital Hivb InMann* !■ an r^Mlf, a niniiiHiuarr or aa bMurical wurk inMnyarxd 
miili naKiiTOs and irilltitin. an DM parallel stifc Iboiw la an bbtoriial oamtir* of th« 
iiatar* i^ oar fiiirlb iwpil. ta irvrtt at Itia t at mt UaA, Iha raadw (upvrU (b* anlhar 
to naaan, md facDO*. >Wa Ika ^icaun* of aaothfr party baa Lacs islmiucvdi ha m faw 
fond at tha tUfbUil iswa la aM lb« anlbor aicala lalw op Ik* arsaacnb It la milm 
■linirtnt «ldi a »<«k Ilk* oar taatCi ffMpd. Tha tntradantom. U l> traa, la pat ftirn •• 
Ibc aiilbar's ann i-taiMln^, and It li tbvre ^l(c natural tbal a/Ur a brkT qaotaciaa IVom 
iba ilimuna vttamiKt, r. IS, hv ikMiU. al v. IS. rcaunw Iha diancMr er tpaafcar wllfc- 
inii BRj •xprsa* inliuiaUi'a. Ihil atiaa oiu* \w lua uitatfMl m hi* aaitaUn^ iiUcb b 
•irlcllj' s ndtal <« olial ka* bva d«iw,aa>i what k«> braa hM, all that In aaMmavllfc. 
(M an; owrk li diuinoliiin (ai «. k. xi. .17.) to a djacaona axpGdal; aaolbnt ta auMhcr, 
mul to c B B ri r fa tJ aa a <rsunBaiMa ef thai dlxmraa. 
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therefore realrictcd to tho latter, wliich wc have ol}fiGT\-ed to bo ■ 
lirelv wnsisieiit witii the mnnncr of th*; foiirtli evangelist. 

hut nwt only on tlic paasogo v. 10 — 21 niunt wc jmim iliix jiulg- 
nieitl : v. 14 iioa apjicared to iw out of keeping willi tlic position of 
Jesuit ;^ aiiJ llif* lioliaviour of Xicoiicmus. v. 4 and 9, nllogellior in J 
conceivable. Thus ui tlie very tirat sample, wbcii compared with" 
the obtterviition.'i Mliicli wc Imvc already made on John iii. 'i'i ff. ; 
IV. 1 ff., llie fourth gospel presents to us all llio peculiarities wIiicIib 
characteriw; il,* mode of reporting the diacomscs of JcaH§, Thcyf 
ore uKUiilly commenced in iho fonu of dialogue, and so llir lu tins 
extendi, the lever that propels tho eonvcrsntton Li llic iitrikiug con- 
trast between ilic spiritual senfte and the eanial inlerprotation of tha 
hinguage of Je^us ; generally, however, the diulogiie i» merged into™ 
an uiunterniptod di«cour.ic, iii wliich the writer bleniLt (he pccsoit 
Ok' JcflUB vritli hilt own, nitd makes the lurmer u.-<c oonreniing him- 
Bcif^ language which could only bo iwcd by John concerning Jcam. 



S 81. TUE DISCOURSES OP JKSU8, JOHN" V — XII. 

In the fifth chapter of John, a long discourse of Jesua 13 eon- 
tioetcd with n cure wrought by liim on the sabhHth (19 — 17), TliOj 
mode in wliich Jesus at v. 17 defends Ids m'tivily on the sablMtl 
is worthy of notice, as <Iistinguishcd from ihat adopted by him it 
the earlier Gosjicla. These ascribe to him, in sncit cases, thrco ap 
gumcuts -. tiic example of David, who ate the shew-brcad ; (ho _ 
cedent of the sabbatical labours of the jtricst's in tiic tnnplc, quoted 
aliM in John vii. 23 (Matt. xii. 3 ff. parall.) : and the course pursued 
with reawct to an ox, shccp, or ass, that liill^ into thft pit (Matt, xii, 
1 1 puratl.), or is let out to watering on the sabbiitli (l.ukr xiii. 18.)i 
jdl which arguments arc entirely in the pnictical spirit ilmt cluinu: 
Icrizvs tlie popular teaching of Jesus. Tiie I'ourlli evangelist, on tb 
contrary, makes him argue from llic uninterrnpli-d iictivJIr of Uod 
and reminds ili by the expression which he putit into tlie'inouth c_ 
Jesus, Jlfff Kat/ier vvrlvlA AUAerto, o ^tarfip it^dprc fpydinrai, of 
a principltt in tlie Alcxaiuirian nietapIiy.Hic.x, viz, O'oii never cda»«« 
to act, roiwv 6 Orif oM'noTs naverai;* a nic-l a physical pro[)osition 
tnorv likely to l* fjutiliar to the author of rhi- iijnrlh gosiiel than tc ' 
Jeans. In the synoptical gosjicU, mirach-» of hejiling on the sabbatL 
arc fallowed up by dectaralion^ res)>ecting t!ic nntnrc and design M 
the sabbatical iikstitutioa, a ti[icclcs of instruction of whicli the |><<npie' 
were greatly in need ; but in tlie presfrnt passag>% n digieanion is ini- 
mediately made to the main ihenie of tlie gospel, the person of Christ 
and iiU relation to tlw I'alliir. The iK-rpeiiinl i-ecurix-nce of this 
theme in the fourth gosfW has 1«1 its ailvcriwrios. not without roJi- 
0011, to accui^c it of a Ii^udcney purely theoretic, and direck-^d to the 
j^rification nf Jesus. In the nutttcr of tlie succeeding discour 
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Hem ta nolliinc to crcalc a difficalty, notliing tlrnt .Tcsua niigfit not 
bxve ("[wkcn, (or it treats, with tltc stricte*! coheroncp, of thing* 
whicli ilw Jcwa cxpwtiJ of tlit Ikrc)-.«i;»h, or whicli Jcsu3 attrilmictl 
to iiimwlf, scconling to the synoptista nlfo : as, for instance, the 
raimng of the dvad, and the onkc of judging the ivorld. But thU 
conaialftncj in llic matter, only hcighlcna the difficulty oonnedcd 
with the form and phmseologr >n which it is exprcsgcd. For the 
(iiseoorpe, cfijicciidly its hitter half (from v. 31), is fiill of tl«; closest 
analogies irilh the fir^t epistle of John, and with passagOit in the 
gospel in which either the author speaks, or John the Bapti.tl.* Oi:c 
means of expL»inin^ tlic former nrscmblance is to supnoae, that the 
erangdist fonaed lus style by closely imitatii^ that of Jaax That 
this IB uossible, is not to be disputea ; bat it is equally certain that 
it conld proceed only fn>m a mind destitute of originality and aelf- 
eonfidence, — a charaeler wliich llio fbtirtb evangelist in no»i»e ex- 
hibits. Fai-tlier, as in the other gospdB Jesus speaks in a tltoi^ 
ouglily different tone and styK it wo«ld follow, if lie really S{Kikc as 
bo is represented to bsw done by John, tluit tlic manner allribuled 
to him by the s^'noptists is liciitious. Xow, that ihU( manner did 
not orij^nate with tlic evangelists is plain from the fact, that f.nch 
ofthcra ta so little master of his matter. Neither cotild the bulk 
of tire discourses hax-o been tl>c work of tradition, not only lH-caui>c 
tiiey have a hig^dy original cnBt, but because they bear llie inipreitA 
of the all^^ time and localitT. On tlio oontran,', llic fourth evan- 
wlist, by the e«»e with whicii he disposer hia materials, nwakeim 
llie snspicioa that ili«y are of bis own production ; aiul some of hi* 
favourite ideas and phraiNU, such as, TAe Father «AowetA lAe Son 
ail tluU Aiauetf daeth,} and lliose already quoted, Recm to have 
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sprung from an Ilollrmtstic source, rather ihun from Palestine. But 
tnc chief point in tlic argutiicnt is, (hat in (Mi) gospel Jolin tlic Bap- 
tUt speaks, as tvc have seen, in precisely the same strain aa (uo 
author of the gospels, and hi* Jesua. It cannot be supposcJ, that 
not only tbo evangelist, but llie Jta])tist, whose public career waa 
fiioT TO tliat of Jesus, and wlioso character n-as strongly marked, 
modelled [lis expressions with verbal minuteness on (hose of Jesus. 
Hwice only two caseii arn jHWsiUe: dliier the llaplist detenniaed 
ihe style of Jesuw and liie evangi'lisl (wlio ijidecd apjicars to have 
been the Itajiliitl'.-* diKoipIc); or llie. rvangcli»l delerniined the style 
of the Baptist iinil Jci^uif. llie former idtcniitllvc will bo rejected 
by the orthodox, on the ground of the higher nature tlixl dwdt in 
Christ ; And we are eqiudly dinneJirieil to adopt it, for the reason 
that Jesus, even though lie may have been excited to nclivity by 
tlic Baptist, yet n]>pcar» as a chatacler essentially distinct from him, 
and original ; and for the slill more weighty consideration, that i1k 
fltylo of tJiB evangelist is much too feeble for the rude Baptist, — too 
mystical for his practical mu>d. There remains, tlien, but the latter 
alternative, namely, ttiat the evangelist has given his own style both 
to Jesus and to the ItaptiHt : an explanation in itself more natural 
tlum the fonuer, and t>ui<|>orled by a inutlitnde of examples fi-om all 
kinds of higtoriod writers. If however the evaiigeb.il is ihiw re- 
sponsible for the form of this diicuDurfte, it i» slill po»j<ihle that tlM! 
matter way liave belonged to Jesua, but wc cannot pronounce to 
wliat extent ibis is the ca»c, and wc have already had proof llml tlw 
evsngebst. on suitable opportu]iilie», very freely pixweiils bis own 
Inflections in the form of a discourse from Jesus. 

In eliap. vi., Jesus represents himself, or rather bis Father, v. 
27 K, as tbo giver of tbo spiritual manna. This is analogous to 
the Jewish idea above quoted, that the second Go^l, bke the tirsi, 
would provide manna;' and to the inritation of Wisdom in the Pro- 
verbs, ix.5, C'OJ'ie, eat of mtf bread : eXOurt, ijulycn run I/iuv aprvv. 
Bat the succeeding declaration, that be i.t himself Mr; lireati of life 
thai comelA clown J'rom Aeaven, a/irof & ^uv 6 in roii ovpavou Karafi&f 
(v. 33 and 35) appears to find its true analogy only in the ide* of 
J*hilo, that the divine wwrf, X&yog (telof, is tAat which nourishes the 
tmU, rh Tpl^ov rijv vl'Kl''>.t Fiom v. 51, the dilhculty becomes Mill 
sroater. Ji^suii ]>meeeds to represent bis fl*^»h as Ihc bread front 
heaven, which be will give for the life of the world, and to eat the 
,fie»h of the Son of Man, arid to dntik hie Uuod, he pronounce* 
to be ibc only nienns of attnining eternal life. The similarity of 
these expressions to the words which the syuoptists and Paul attri- 
bute to Jesus, at tlie institution of the Lord's tiuppcr, led the older 
commcntatora generally to understand this passage as liaviiig rcfer- 



• Sup. f K. 

4 Da prufUKli, Opp. SIin£., i. S. !<fi& Gttbnr. I, 8. 
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OTCO to llie Racrametitnl Clipper, Mitimiilcly to be appointed l>j- Jmosi." 
The chief objection lo this intrrprulntion i», tliat before tJw inslitu- 
tion of (lie !m]i}>c-r, sach nn alluaion nould be totally uninu-lligiblc, 
Still (lif dihrviiiMP might have some sense, however erroneous, for 
the )iran-m, us imlectl it had, according to llw nsrrstor's slstcmcnl; 
and the impotiMbility of bring understood is not. id the fourlh gos- 
pel, so Klinniied by Jesus, that that ciroiiniBtancc alone tvould suflka 
lo penilej- llii« interprelation improbable. It is certainly supported 
by the analogy between the expressiona in the diacoui-se, and the 
wonU n^^ociated with tlic inatitotkm of the supper, and tJiU analog}- 
luw wrang from one of our recent critica the acfiuissioii. that eren if 
Jems, himself in uttering the above expreastons, did not refer lo llw 
supper, the evangelist, in choocing ana conveying this discourse of 
Jeaus, might Iiave bad that institution in his mind, and might l»vc 
supposed that Jesus her« gave a premonition of iH iinpoit.t In iluit 
case, however, he couhl scarcely Iiave abslaiii«d frnm modifj'iiig the 
Innguage of Jeaua : so that, if lite choice of the exj>Te3sion eat M<t 
jfesA^ &C., can oidv be adctpintrly explained on tlie supposition of 
a reference lo the Jxird'^ Siipgwr, we owe ii, without doubt, to the 
evangelist alone- 1 laving omre said, aimarenlly in accordance with 
jVlexandrian ideas, ihnt Jesus liad describet) himself as M^^riviff^* 
/{/V, how eould he fail to be reminded of the l/natL, whi^Ji in the 
Christian community was jwrtaken of as the body of Clirisl, together 
with a beverage, as his blood? He would the more gladly seize the 
<^>portunity ol making Jesu» institute the supper prophetically, as 
it were; because, as we shall hereafter see, he Knew nothing dclinitc 
iA its historical inBlilution by Jcau&t 

The diiteonrsc above considered, also bears the form of a dial(^;uc 
and it cxliibits atrikingly the type of dialogue wlucli especially be- 
longs to (lie fourth gospel : that, namctv, in which language intended 
spiritually, is understood carnally. In the first place (v. M), the 
Jt^wH (iis tlte woman of Samaria in relation to the water) Rnjtpoae 
that by the brtad which amwth doien from Afiven. Jesus nicaiis 
some uialeriiil food, and entreat him evermore lo supply them with 
such. Such a mUapprchcusion was certainly natund ; but one 
would ha\-e tboug^it that (he Jews, before they carried lite subject 
farthra-, would have indignantly protested against the assertion of 
Jefus (v. 3-). that Moses had not given thera heavenly bread. When 
Jesus proceeds lo call himself t/it bread fro*n heaven, tlie Jews in 
the synagogue At Cajwmaum murmur llial he, the son of Josq>h, 
whose father and mother they knew, slK>uId arrogate lo hiiiL<ielf a 
descent from lieavcn (v. 41); a leHectioii which tlie synopli.-(ts »ilh 
more probability attribute lo the people of Naxaretti, the native ciiy 
of Jesus, and to which they assign n more natural outse. Thai the 
Jews should not understand (v. 53) Itow Jesus could give them liis 
flesh to cat is veiy conceivable; and for that reason, as we tiavc ot^ 

* Sm I.a^** KUlory at ihr latMpnUUaa vT ibli (■■'"S* I' ^ Gamm. X, AffVB* 
til B, ^ T37 S t trcH, 1.. J. { 9!i. I CoBip. llntRlifl.'!ittr, l*nbab. p. St. M ft 
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served, il is lite Wfl so lluit Jcsun elioulil rxprc.** Iirm.irlf tliiis 
infelligib!^'. Noitlier is it eumriaing tliiit this fuint ftyiii'j 
^^■or sliould cauDC man)- disciplca to fall awny Troin Iiiiii, n 
to [MjTCcive how Jesim cotild, in the tirst instance, liim»c1f give 
Kon for lIiR xcoesAioii, and tlieti, on its occurrence, feci so much A\» 
jik'njinre uk i.t implied in v. G\ and (t7. Il is indeed Biiidf that Je 
ninhcd lo !«ift 111* •ii-HfipIi';.*, lo rt-muvn iVoin hia society the mi|: _ 
Hciid ln-littvert, ihir ciirlhly-miiKk-d, wlioiii lio could not (rust; but 
the nK'nsuri; which he here ndojjIcJ wiis oiic ealciilatwl to aliciiiiie 
iVoin him even his best and most intelligent followers, t'ur il 
certain llmt ihc twelve, who on other oi-c.isionji knew not whut vit 
meant by the tcavcn of the Pharisees {)lnlt. xvi. 7), or by ihc 0|ii>AJ 
eilion between what gocD into the mouth, and nlinl conies out ol it' 
(Matt. XV. Ifi), would not uiidenlnnd the present discourse ; »nd the 
worth of eternal Ufd, for thcnakc of which ihcy roinnincJ with bim 
(v. C8), WCTO axsuicdly not the worda of this sixth chapter." 

The farther we rfad in the fourth j;oa]K'l, the nioro alriking ia 
the re]>etltJon of the Munc ideuK and eM>reti.->toi)a. The diacountes 
of Jesu8 during ihc Fcutt of Taljentncliw, cL vii. and viii. are, aft 
Lticke \ia» remurUed. mere renditions and ampliticatioii» of llie op- 
j)0»itions previously prcsonlcd (cspeciidly in ch, v.), of ifi* coming, 
Kjieaking, nnd acting, of Je^us, nnd of Ood (vii. 17, 38 t: riti. 28 (,J 
38, 40, 42. compare with v. 'Mi, 43; vi- S8.): of being yrw/n atom 
tlfai iK 7UIV tivu, luid from ficneath, ft rurv iciStu (viii. '23 comp. iiiJ 
31.); of Iwiiring witncjis of one'* atrlf, and receiving witne»< fro 
(jod (viiL 13 — 19. comp. v. 81 — 37.); of h>hl .md daikncM (viii 
12. comp. tii. iO ir„ nlso xi!. 35 f.): of true and false juilgmcnl (viii« 
15 f., comp. v. 30.). All that is new in tiicnc chnplerw, id quickly' 
re[)ea1cd, us the mention of thcdcunriure of Jcsiia whither the Jewa 
cannot follow him (vii. 3.3 f,, vlii. 21.; comp. xiii. 33., xiv. '1 If., 
xvi. IG ff.); a. declarniion, to which are attached, in the lirst two 
insl.-inees, very improbable miflappi-chensiunft or pprvemiona oil tho 
part of tho Jowti, who, although Jesus had suid, / ffo unto Aim that 
tent tne, arc rq)rct(entcd ns imagining, at one liinc, that )ic purposed 
joumeving to the f/1/tperged arnoruj tAe Gentila, at another, that 
lie nicJitaicd nuicidc. How of^en, sgain, in this chapter arc rejicatod 
the as^veralions, that he seeks not his own honour, hut the honour 
of tilt! Fathiir (vii. 17 f., viii. 50, .'»4): that the Jews neiiiicr know 
whi.'iiir« he came, nor the lather who sent him (vii. 28; viii. 14, li>,| 
64); that whosoe.vcr belicvcth in him shall have eternal life, shoUJ 
not see dealli, while whosoever believeth not must die in hU aiiia,] 
having no share in elcnial life (viiL 21, 24, .'il; com]>. iii. 3li, vi. 
40.), — The nintii chapter, con.ii.^ling chiefly of the deJibimilion* of] 
lliv Sanhedrim with tlio man bom blind, whom Jesus had rcston^) 

• In nUlinii In thli chapter, I iriiUrcly ippruvn (hn riillowinn mnirk in the Vk 
bilia (|». !i>iy. rnJ'rvfvr — Jriiuipir ttudauif. ul B-rbir illvjtrri JaJrit, aer uHit HUlKf*-^ 
rtlitr, tilt rrrv tirf tj/ii. nri- ugtFrjHUtil, nrqiir li iia ihniHtl, Umta igieittil, f wotii imm 
rfftdm hutoria ItiMur. C«ill|>. D« Wiittt, esrft. Iliiulb. 1, dj 3. ti. ^^ 
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I to BU^t, bail of course tlio fonn of convorMtioii, tnit a* Jimi^ is loM 
^on the acme tban ht>relof<>n\ ihorv is not tlio u«itiil nmonnt ot'nrlili- 
cial conlni8t ; in irj* »tp;iil, liowf v»;r, tlicir- !», m wo fhM prescnlly 
IiikI, nnotlier cvidenoc ol" iirli$tic (Ivsign in tlw; numitor, 

The (null rliMptcr commences wilh the wcU'knou'n discourse on 
tlia Gooil ShcuLcrd ; a ducoursc which lias been incomctlj called 
A pumble.' Even the )>ricf!»t fttnong the other mrablca ot' Jcscu. 
Kiich ns thitt of the lenvcn nnd of the nm^t.-inl-gcca, conl:iin the out- 
line of « history ihnt dc^'clopes itself, having a com men cement, pro- 
I fines, and conclusion. Uere, on the contrary, there is do historical 
dcrelopmcnt ; even tlie mrticulars tliat have «n hiatomal character 
[arc stated generally, as uiings that are wonl to bap^ien, not aa ihiugs 
rihat once happen^, and they are left without fanher liinitaliou ; 
^Bwreorer, tlic door iiaurjw the jilaco of the Siiephcrd, which ».* at 
Rrat the principal image ; so llint vre have here, not a panhic, but 
an allf^ry. '1 heivfore thiit [lo^age at least— (and we ^liall tind no 
other, for the aimilittide of ihe vine, eh. xv., comcit, a,<> Likcke con- 
iSea&ea, under tiio same eatceory a.t the one in r|m>«tion)— funiiahes 
tno Aigiunvnt ugain.it lh« allegation l>y whi^rli reeent crilioji have 
MUAtified thdr KuKpicioiiA as to the aulhrnlicity of the fourth goagtel ; 
' namely, that its author M'einit ignorant of the panlMilic mo<le of 
tteaoliing which, according to t)i« other cvangclist:s w.iit Itabitual 
tiritli Jcsoa. ll does not howcvvr appear totally unknown to the 
tlijurtfa cA'ongclist that Jesua was fonu i^ teaching by parahks, for 
stlcnipta to gi^'e examples of this method, both in cli. x. and 
ixv,, the first of which he expressly styles a piirabh. ruifjotfUa. But 
it is obvious that the ]>aiatK>Iic fomi was not aceorilant with hia 
taste, anil that he was too delicieiit in the faculty of depicting ex- 
ternal things, to abtttain from tlie tnlennixlure of reflections, wlicncc 
ihe iiamble in liis hand beeame an allegory. 

The di»(;our«t^ of Jc^us at the Kc-unt of TalieniacJe.t extend to 

[Jt. 18. From v. 2^>, the evangelist ])rofc!'.'<es to reconi sayings which 

prerc utlen^l by Je:'uj< tlinw inonlhii later, at lite t'l-nM of Dcdica- 

ttop. When, on thi^ ocaision, the Jew.t dejiire from him n Hiaiinct 

dddamtion whellK'rhc he tlie Illc.«.-<iali, hi.i immediate reply iK, Itiat 

he has already lold tlKin ihi.i »iiflicicnlly, aitd he reiieals hia appeal 

to the testimony of the Father, a» given in tltc wvrits, tpya, none 

by Jcsufl in hia name (ns in v. 36.). Hereupon, by renaon of the 

J incidental remark that his unbehciHng questioners were not of his 

sheep, the evangelist revcrla to the aUcKoiy whicli lie had recently 

kbandoned, and rc])cata part of it vrord tor word.t But not roccntly 

* E. e- )>}' Tlulucli (ad l.ati«. Th* latlar, lionrw, sUaira thai ll i> ntlm an lo- 

dpUnt Ibiu ■ cninplMe panlilv- OUiasMO jJm iiiwiih», tlu( Ihn iTiwiiDnH* el It* 

ghtpbenl and Itw Viu an nihtr camparumu tbsn panUa; aa4 Scandir >hinr* biaidf 

[ViniiV IB 4iftiac*lih tlw |wrabla pf«tiical lijf llw (JMOpllM* U ■ fpedca, luubr IW gtmm 

riinilliudr, I« "hii-b IIh> onps^wai otJoha liifclag. 

f s. :;: nispt^ra n> J/ui rvc f«fiv( x. S: 401 ru tpifitm (fc ^i>^ mint 

Sb: (dJ lUBlodaC'M ^m. 4i Mini q>^ra avly uaJwAdL 
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hiul Jcstis tibaiidoncd tine allcginy; for since ils delivery throoj 
montlifl arc sugiposcil to have elapsed, and it la certAui that in ihol 
intcrini niucli must liavc been ejioken, done, and experienced by 
Jesus, llint n'ould, tlirust tliia ti^rativc diecourso into tlie back- 
ground of ilia memoir, bo that iic would be vciy unlikely to recur 
to it. and in no caae would lie be able to repeat it, word for word. 
He wlio had just quitted the allegory was the ovangcliat, to whom 
thi'ec niontlu^ liad not inlcrvciiod between the inditing of tlic iinttj 
half of thia chapter, and that of tlie second, lie wrote at once what, 
according to hia statement, was clm^nologically sc^uiratcd by a wide 
interval ; and licnce tlie allegory of the sliepherd might well leave 
80 diiitinct an eclio in hia memory, though not in thai ol' Jcsiu. If] 
any think that (hey can solve thia difHculty bv putting only tliu vep- 
bal similarity of ibe later <^scourae to the earlier one to the account 
of (h(^ cvanji^elint, xudi an opinion cannot W iiilcixUottrd to tlicm., 
I'*or olhcrit, thiit in;<tnni;i^ in connexion with the re'itt, will be & posi-l 
live [irciuf that the diseourws of Jeius in the fourth gosjwl are to a\ 
grunt extent the fi-ue coni[josilion8 of the evangiJist. 

The HUtnic coiiclualoii La to bo druwn from the didoourse wiUiJ 
which the fourth cvnngclitit represents Jesus ns closing hia public 
ministry {xm. 44 — 50). This discourse i^ entirely conijiosed ot remi- 
niscences out of pi-cvious uhiiptcrs,* and, as Paulus expn^sca it.t is 
B mcic echo of some of the printi|)Hl iipophthegnis ol Jceus occui'- 
rins in the former part of the gospel. One cannot easily consent 
to let the ininLiiry of .lestis close with a discourse so little origiiui!, 
and the majovily of recent coimncntaloi^ are of opinion that it i» 
the intention of the ovMigclist here to give us a mere epitome of the 
teaching of .Icsus4 According lo our view also, the evangelist \* 
the real speaker; but we must contend thai his iulroduetory words, 
Jesiu cried and said, 'IfloCf ii tKpait koI tl-mi; are intended to iui- 
ply tliat what follows is ftii actual liorungiic, from the lips of Jesus. 
Thia comment;! torn will not admit, and they can a|)|X'ul, not willi- 
out a sliow of njiwon, to llio statement of the evangeIiE<t, v. 36, that 
Jesus withdrew himself from the jiuljlic eye, and to hi.* en.'cuing ob- 
senution.f on Ih*; obstinate unlielief of llie Jews, in winoli he «eems 
to put u ])erio(l to the public carreer of Jesus ; wiience it would bo 
cuiilrary to his plan to make Jesus nuinin sli;p forward to de]i\xr a 
valedictory discourse. 1 will not, with the older ox^iosilors, oppose 
to these niguments the supposition thiit Jesus, after Ins withdrawal, 
returned to pronounce these words in the c^trs of liie Jews ; but I 
liold fast to the projjosilion, il^t by the introdiu-tion uWve quoted, 
Uie cvangchst can only have iiitcndcd to announce uti actual ha- 
rangue. It is said, indeed, that tlic aorist in tJfpoitt and ei~e has the 

AIhi hu]^ fultr oiuirni' Ai/iu/ii altiHi oOTTiPpaDili to tyit ^Alfop, fva Cui/v ()U9i, v. 10, anil 
*el oln (^iiniari ric otrii Ik t% X'f^ H"" ** '*" coonurpart of whul It ulil v. IS oT Uw 
liiMliix '•lio *tla*> tl" <h>r[> to l» KBlMntL 

* Comp. T, 14 nilli vil. i;; r. 4S *[th vltl. 13; v, 47 vilb fli. ITi v. 48 *llh 111. 
'.'A ; <. M vlLh tI. 40 I vlt, IT i rlU, SS, t ^ J- <^ & 143. • l.dvkc. TWock, fKulus 
in Is.!. 



UlSCOVaHES OP JESUS IN THE FODSTB C06FEU 



409 



eigiilficxtion of the pluperfect, aui] tliat we- Imvc licrc n n-ciip!hilnlion 
of the previous disooiirsen of JeKu«, iiotwillistiin<ltng whicli tlir Jews 
■ had uot given him cr<!(le»cc. Hut to give lhi» rctro«pvctive leignifi* 
' cation there ongtit to bo a corrvy ponding indiciilton in tliv words 
themselves, or in tite context, u-hurciu llim iit fiir ]ir*9 tlic cnse than 
c. g. in John xviii. 24. Hciicu Ihc nio»t i>Tolnbl>c view of thu 'pw-'*- 
tion is tltis : John had ind«<rd iiiteiidvil to doee the iiarmtive of (he 
puhhc miimlr^' of Jcsha xt v. 36, hut hw vonchnliim olu'en'a lions 
V, 37 ff., with tho calegurieii oifailh, nlarit:, and niJjriij't', drttaria, 
retninded liini of diacoumui which Ik lind nlivjuly mx^nlfil, and lio 
could not resist th« temptation of making Jmus rcojuluJatc them 
with additional cnijiluiMl* m » parting Itamngue. 

[f 82. ISOLATED UAX1»8 OP JESirs, COHMOX TO TDB FOi;RTn GOSPEL 
AXD THE STXOITIUAL ONES. 

The long discoursca of Jcsua above cxnmincd nrc pocnliar to 

the fourth gOHpd; it has only a few brief maxims to which the ay- 

noptblfl prcHCDl parodlds. ./Vmong tlic tatter, wc need not give a 

special exiimination to those which arc placed by John >n an etiually 

aaitabic connexion, with that assigned to them by (he other evan- 

Lgdiats {ns xii. '25. coinp. ivi(h Miiit. x, 31); x\i. ioi and xiii. Id. 

|C0nipi> with ?llatt, x. 24.); and as the pasiuige ii. li) compared with 

|3iu(l. xxvL til, must be rcscn'cd until wc treat of the history of 

'llio Passion, there remain to us only tlirce passages ibr our present 

oonsidcratioiu 

The firat of iheac is iv. 44. where tl»c evangelist, after liaving 
Pmcntioncd lltat Jesus departed from Sautiria into Galilee, adds. J-vi- 
Jtttu Aiutadf tett^fied iAaf a prophH ha» no honour m hU oicrt 
country, av^ )Ao it 1. ifuipriffiptv, Sri irpo^J^nf^ iv rg lAlf ^arpiAi 
■nuifv oi)K tx**. Wc find the same idm in Matlliew xiii. 57. (Mark 
vi. 4; Luke iv. 24.), Ayropfiet m not \r'ilhout fu/notir, tare in hit 
Oicn muntri/ and in Ain own AotiM, w« iori ffp4vr^f ^'Vf. tl f^ 
iv "i rtarpiAi avrov noi iv ry oIk!^ avroi; But while in (he lalirr eu6 
it ataiids in a highly appropriate connexion, iw a rcnukrk p(om|>ted 
by the ungracious reception which Jesus met with in his native city, 
and wliich caused him to karc it again : in John, on the cotitrary, it 
is given a» a motive for tlic return of Jesus in(o his own cwinlry, Oa- 
lile*-, wlwrc, moreover, he is immediately saiJ to Ix; wnnidy ireeived, 
Tiu: <^x[H'rivn(V- .tiatcd in the above sentence, woulil rallnjr luivc di»* 
inclinr<l tlian iuilucod .Fesuii to undertake a journey into Galilee; 
hence the ex|M-dicnt of tnuLdatinj^ 7^ f)y atthuu^A, is tlic best atUpt- 
ed to the ncee»i>ity of the case, and has e\-en been embraced by KainOl, 
except ttMt, unhappily, it is an open detianoc of tile laws of language. 
IJnqucEtioniilily. if Jt-auit knew llixt the prcipliet held this unta\-ottr- 
ablc ]>oei(ion in his native country, la'plf', it is not probable. (Itat 
be would regard it as a rca«on for going ihitbor. Sonw cxptMitor*,* 
* CjtO, Enuniu, Tlialadt'* cipidWnt, wUA OI>>aiMM apfmrH, fa lo gh« 
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therefore, have Ijcon iiiduccil to uiidprBlBud mrrplf. not as the prov- 
ince, bat in a narrower sense, m tlie nntive city, nnd to aiipi'ly, Bfler 
ihc stalcinent tliiit Je*us went into Giililc*. tlio oliwfirvatioii, which 
they asaumc the evangelist to liavc omitted, ihnt he ttvoided \ua na- 
tive citjr Naenreth, for the raison given in the ensaiiig ver«& Hut 
an cllipeia eticlt as this cxplnnatton TOfiniros us to su]>])Osc, belongs 
not lesa to the order of impoaHtbilitics thnn the triinsmutalioii of 
yip into thowfh. The altcniirt to introduce ihe di-sidcmtcd StAle- 
inent that Jeaiia did not visit liia own varpi^ into the prvsetit ]inis«n9< 
has been therefore renounced ; but it lias vet been thought poasiblo 
to diBcover ihfrts an intimation that he di(l not aoon rcium ihithcr; 
u dehij- for which the maxim, on irpo^rirf^ k. t. X. niij;bt consiatcnily 
l)C quoted aa a rpsson.* lint to render Ihi.* int<'riu'i!lation adniiaaiUe, 
the entire period of the abxcnce of Ji-su* t'riini (iidilfe niu!«t have 
been mentioned immedialoly hefun.' the noiiue of hi-t retnni ; inatead 
of lliii*, however, only the short timo that Jcsu« liml lurried in Sa- 
niuritt is ^^-en (v. 4h), so that in lutlieroua diitproportion of caiu>o 
and effect, tlic (ear of the contempt of his fellow countrymen wonld, 
on the above mippoifition, be made the reason for dclnying hi.< return 
into Galilee, not until after n residence of eouio months in Jiidra, 
hut until ai'tqr the la[)sc of two days spent in Samann. So long. 
thcrdi>rc a« Galilee and Nazareth are aibnitted to be the ^arpt^ of 
JcsuB, the passage in question cannot be vindicated from tlie ab- 
flurdity of representing, Ibat Jeaua wah imftig&Icd to n;tiirn thither 
by tlie contempt which he knew to await him. Conse'iiii-ntiy, it Iw- 
eomea the ijiterest of the exfjo-iiior to recollcel. tiiat .Matlhcw and 
Luke pronounce llctblelicm to l>e the birlh|ilace of Jcsuii, wlicncc it 
foUowa that Judca ivaa hia native country, wliicli he now forsook on 
account of the contcmj)! he bad tliere exjK'ricncGd.t But according 
to iv. 1. Gomp. iu 24, lii. 26 ff., ,Je»us h»fl won a eonsiderablo num- 
ber of adhercnta in Judea, and could not therefore complain of a 
lack of houotir. riitfi ; moreover the cninily of the I'liariaces. hinted 
at in iv. 1, wiui excited by the growing consequence of .leaua in 
Judca, and wait not at ail ref^rriblo to such a can.ic as that indicated 
in the ninxim: Srt irpo^^nrf k. t k. l-'unhcr, the entrance into Ga- 
lilee is not connected in onr paaango wHth a dejiartiin! from Jndea, 
but from Samaria ; and (is aceordinj; to tlic import of the text, Jp- 
sus <iepMled from Samaria and went into tinlili-e, bofaiiac lie Iiad 
found that a prophet haa no honour in liia own i-ountry, iSaniaria 
might rather accm to he jiointcd out as hia native country, in con- 
formity with the reproacli caaton him by the Jewa, viii. 48; lliough 
even ihia suppoaition would not give <-on^i;«tency to the passage, lor 

l/ivfirvpnon ItiB litinlfiraUon nl Ihr plgpu'tTi cl. nn-i to umlirnlanil yifi m* an czpliMtiw. 
Uut I du nul tr* lin" lliii cDii hr u( ony uvnll. tot fup Ami of« (>. !'•,) would iilll riFrm 
■ nUlloa of ■cimmiciil l>olH«n l"o pnipMlil.iQi, ubkh oiio woiiUt linvi fxpMiIiKl to lio 
qfOtnl lo («cli otbtt I,}- iiiv and H, 

■ I^uIds. Comia t, IL :iSI, .'ill. f Tbi* lin it w «n(inil]r In Uw tpirit of (1m an- 
eioit luriiionUu. Ihnt I c«a tcartil}' belltve Luck* U Iw tli« ilril to ohoin ii hid oocumut 
(Comni. 1.9,^1', f.j. 
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in SamaiU aba Jc-^us is vaiJ, W. 39, to luiri; had a laTOonble re- 
ception. BesKln, wi; iuivi; alroitdjr t!<>cii* ilmt the fourth crangeUst 
know:! nothing of the birth of Jvsns in IV-tMchcm, baton all occa- 
tion» pTGsnpiKiscs btm to )x^ a Galilean and a Naxarcnr. Kiom the 
nborc consKlcnittons we obtain onl}- the nvgalivc result, that it is 
impossible to discover any consistent relation betirccn tli« maxiin 
in (}U«8tion an<l the context. A positive rcenll. — ^ttamclv. hon- l!ic 
maxim came lo occupy its actual position, notwithstanding tiiis want 
ot' relation, will pernaps be obtained when we liuvc c.\amii>c(l the 
two oilier passages belonging to the present bead of our in<]uii7. 

The declaration xiii. 2U, Jin tfiat yaxirti/i you iv^vivetA WM, 
and he that rtcehvth me reeeitxtA Aim thai aent mi, ha.<i an almost 
Terbal parallel in Slatl. x. 40. In .Tohn, it is jurewdi'd hy tlie pro- 
diction of the betrayal of .lc»us, and hiii explanatimi to hix discit>lca 
tlial he hud toM Ihein tht.* Ijefore it came to [kus, in order tkit when 
liU prediction wa8 fiillillc<l, tlicy might belicvA in him m the ilIeK- 
eiaii. Wiial is the connexion between tl»e»e RubjcctA and the above 
declaration, or 1it.-twt-<^n the latter ani) it.i ciiauing context, wlieie Jo- 
■8US rcenr« lo \\\* U-lrayer? It '\a said tlial Jiusii.t wi«hed to impress 
Ou hi.'* di^triplc:* the higli dij^iity of a inesaianie m'lii.^ioiian', a dignity 
which the iN-tniycr thought lightly of liwing;t but tlie nrgnlive idea 
oTloAv, on which this sui>position ian\», i» ni>t intinuiliil in the text. 
Others arc of opinion that Jc«u!*, obncrving the disciptrts to be dia- 
bcartcncd by tlic mention of tlie lietrajt-r, sought to inspire tlicfn 
with new courage by irprcjtcnting lo them their high ralue 4 but in 
tliBt case he would h.inlly have reverted immedintelr after to the 
traitor, Others, again, conjecture that some intcrmooiatc sentenoos 
liave been omitted by the writer ;$ but this expedient is not mach 
iiappicr tlian that of )<ui»i>l, wito anpposca the passage lo be « aloas 
taken from !hIalL x. 40, united originally to v. 16 of chap. xiii. of 
John, but by Kome clianec transposed lo llie end of the psragraph. 
Mevcrthele**, tlte indication of v. 16 is an useful way-mark. Ihia 
veme, an well ax v. 20, liaa a parallel in tlw discourse of inslruc- 
lioiw in Matthew (x. 24.); if a few fragments of this discourse liatl 
reached the aullior of the fourth gospel Uiiwigli the owdium of tra- 
dition, it i» very probable tluit one of them would bring titc otliers 
to Ilia recollection. In v. 16 there is meniion of the tent, iv6a7olo^, 
and of Aim who tent htm^ ^pV"? "vrbv ; ao in v. 20, of liiosc whom 
Jesus will smd, and of Mim who Mnt Je.*u». It i:t tnic, that the 
Ou« passage has a huniiUnluig, the otber an vneouragiiig tendency, 
and tlieir affinity lies therefore, not in the scn»c, but in the words; 
tq that as soon as the fourth OFangrlist puts down, from memory, 
traditional sayings of Jesus, we aee him subject to tine same taw of 
l«asociatioii as tlie synoptisls. It would have been ilic most natural 
' arrangement lo ]>Uce v. 2U immediately aficr v. IG; bat tlie thought 
c^ the traitor was uppermost in the mind <^ the writer, and lie could 

•1-U.«l^|39. t r*Bliu, L.J.l.B.&tAa. t l.actc,9,&4T8. f Tbctatfe, 
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wsily ])OBt]ionc the inBcrtion of an npoplilliogrn tliiit ImA oalj a 
verbiU coiinexloi) with liis picvioiu mntlcr. 

<>tir tliird passage, xiv. 31, lien yet lurther witliin llic domain of 
llic lii»toi-j- of the Passion than tlio one last examined, but ««, like 
this, it can be viewed qtiitc indepemlciitly, wo ehall not l>c anticipat- 
ing if we include it in our present chapter. In the above pu«Mgr, 
the words Ariw, Ut us go Aence, tytlptoOn, ifyujuet' ivrtvOev, rcniinit 
us of thovR by which Jesuit, Ulntt. xxvi. •Hi, Mnrk xiv. 42. summona 
Ids di»ci|>Io» to join liim in encountering thi^ tniilor : A'w, let iw ^ 
ffoifi'j, iyelpfoOe ayt.<itfv. The poniltoii of the wordu in Jolin is pcr- 

(ilexing, berjiui-e ihc summons to depart has no effect ; Jofua, as if 
IV had said nothinz of the kind, itntnedintcly eontinues (xv, 1,), / 
am l/ie tnic vine, ikc, an<l docs not tnkc his dcpnrturc with hie dis- 
ciples until after he lias eonsidcmbly iiiolongcd his diecourse. Kx- 
{)ositors of every hue have been ginguhirly unanimous in expUining 
Ihc above wonis by the Hutipogilion. that Jesus certainly intended at 
the moment to depart and bctako himself lo tictliseniane, but love 
for liis disciples, and a strong desire lo impart to thetii still farther 
admonition and comfort, detained him ; that hence, the lirst part of 
the summons. Arise, was executed, but that, standing in the room 
in which he liad supped, he pursuvd his discourse, until, Uter, (xviii. 
1.), he also put into eH(*t the words, tel us go lientx* It is {Kissiblo 
<1i;it the circumstances were such ; it is also posaiUe that the intaeo 
of this lust evening, willi all its details, might Tic cngmveii so deeply 
and accurately in the memory of a lUsciple, that he might namttc 
how Jesus ftroi»e, and how touehingly ho lingei-cd. But one who 
wrote under the intiucnce of a recollection thus lively, would note 
the parlicuhira which were most apparent ; the rising to depart and 
the delay,- — not (he more words, wlneli without the addition of those 
circumslAuces ui'e altogether unintelligible. Here again, then, tlie 
conjecture arises that a reminiscence of the evangelical tradition pre- 
sented itself to (he writer, and that ho initerled it just where it oc- 
curcd to bim, not, as it happened, hi the bejit connexion: and this 
conjecture assuntea probnhilily so soon ns wc ilijwover what nnght 
have reminded liiin of the al)Ovc eNpr<-«i^ion. In the synoptical 
pandlols the connnand. Jiise, Ut tt» be tjoimj, is connected with liic 
annoiineetncjit, Mehold the hour is at hand, mid tht -Son nf mail 
is betrayed into the hands of ginner« — behold he. is at hand that 
doth bttratf me; with the announcement, that i*, of the hontile 
power which is ajiproai-hing, before which, however, Jesus cxIiibiiK 
no fear, hut goes lo encounter the dungcr with tiic deeipion implied 
in tliat command. In John's gospel, also, Jesus, in the passage 
under ournot ice, had been ducakingof a hostile jKiwerwhen he said, 
ThiS prince o/ this worUt cumetA and hath nothing in me. It 
makes little dilteicnce that in John it U the [lower that dwells in the 
betniyer, and in lho«e led by [lim, while, in tlie synoptical gospels, 

• Tanliui, 1.. J. 1. B. S. IT^ii I.Uckr, Tholud.. Ol.luHwn, in Inc.: tlua, Einlcil. In 
am V. T. S, S. S09. 
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it u the betrayer wbo is impelled hy that power, that is said to ap- 

5 roach. If l)ic author of tlie tbimb gospel know hy tradition that 
csua had iiniic^l willi the aimoiincement of ut approaching dai^gcr 
ilie wonU, Jiitc, hi fM Af going, tliia expreseion would bo likely to 
occur to him on the nteiition of the prince of ihiii world ; and »a in 
lliat Rl«ge of Ilia narrative lie bad placed Jeaiin and liia dJMripIes in 
(Itc cily and within door^, fto that a considerable change of place was 
iicccKMry bclbre tliey coidd eiiooutitcr l)ic enciny. he added |(i iyt-iftitv 

SUi ufi ffo), hmcv9ev (^Aerux). A,t, however, tliw traditional fragntcnt 
lad iiilnidcd itself unnwiirpa into tiie tr»in of thought, which he dc> 
Mgncd to put as a fsTcwcll di»couRic into tlie mouth of Jutas, it waa 
iiiiniul lately lost sight of, itnd a free conrac was given to the sticain 
of valedictory instruction, not yet exliamtcd. 

If, fi-om the point of view now attained, i\x glaiKc back on oar 
firsi [ui^sagc iv. 44, it is c.i»y to sw how the evangelist might be 
lal to insert in so imauitnblc a conncxi'^n tltc trjtliniony of Jesna as 
to the treatment of a prophet in hi« own country. It was knon-n 
to him traditionally, and he appcara lo have applied it to Galilee in 
gcncml, being ignorant of any unfavourable contact of Jesus with 
The NnKarenea. As, therefore, he knew of no spoctnl scene by which 
this obser\-ation might have bei-n prompted, he iittrcluced it where 
the simple nieiilion of Galilee suggested it, apjurently without any 
definite idea of iia bearing. 

The result of the above invraligalion is this ; tbe tourtli evan« 
gcUst succeeds in giving connectedness to hia materials, wlien lie 
)>rcscnta his own thoughts in tlie foim of discoursci delivered by 
Jcsua ; hut he ol^cii I'uiLi lamentably in that particular, when lie Iiiiit 
to deal with the real traditional fl.iyinga of Jesu^. In ihc above 
instance;!!, when Iw has the Mime |>roblem before him as liie itynop- 
lisla, l>e ii as unforlunnle in its Kotnlion aa tltey; nay, be is in n 
yet more evil cas«, for his imrrativC ii not homogeneous with (lie 
common evangelical trnditioit, mid [ireAented few pUoca where a 
gentune traditional r<.-lic could bo inserted. Besides, be was accn»* 
lomed lo cit:tl lils metitl, lic|iiid fmm his own invention, and was little 
flkilleil ill ii»e art of ailnpting indejiendent fragments to eaeh ollwr, 
so as to form an liamionious moasdc 



i 83. TUK MODERN DlSCl'SSIOXS OS TIIK AlTIIESTIcnT OF TUE 
UIS00L'B8E8 IX TILE GOSPEL OP JOllX — REHOLT. 

TliK foregoing cxatniimlion of ihc discoutiics of •Te^us in lite 
(borlli gosjicl, lias sutlicJeiiily pn.>|)Arcd ns to form a jtidginent on 
the controvcray of which tlwy have recently been ihc Bubjeet. 5lo<l- 
cm criticism views these discourses with suspicion, {mrtly on ac- 
count of their intenial conlc:tlure, which is at variance with certain 
generally received rvlcs of historical probability. bikI jiarlly on n^ 
count of their external relation lo other discourM-s and namlives- 
On tlie ottier hand, ihia gospel has had numerous defenders. 
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Wtli n*a(ioct to the intenid contexture of the kImvc dUconraes, 
tlieiD arhnA a twofold qu&ilion : Does it correspond to tlii; lnw», first, 
of voTi.«iniiliiudo, and seoondly, of memory t 

It isalli'gpd iiy the fmmUof the fviirtligiXHpcl that its disc ounces 
are tltttin^uLihed bv a peculiar nlaiiip of truth ami civdibility; that 
the convt-r.-tationA which it rvprescnt^ Jtiua an holding with men of 
tl>c most diveTMC dixpositioit and c«{iacily, tm faillUuI delineations 
of cImnKicr, »ali«fying the strictest demamU of p-^ycholopcal cri- 
liei*ni.* In opposition to this, it is mniiilaiiird lo be in the high- 
eat dcgn-c improhnhic, that Jesus shuuld havi- ailo[it«d prceistJy the 
same style of teaching to pcrson» ditft-ring widely in their degrees 
of cultivation; that he should have spoken to tlie (iuhltitinit in the 
synagogue at CaiMniauni not more intelligibly tlinn to a Piaster of 
IwriMl; that the nistler of hia dimcoursiea should have turned almost 
entirely on one doctrine — tjic dignity of his person ; and that tbei* 
foiTii should liavo been audi, ait to fteem selected with a Hew to 
[wrjilex and repel his hearers. Neither, it U furilicr urged, do the 
inlcrlocutoTti c.xpreA.i ihcmselves in conformity with their position 
and dtaracter. The moat educated Phariitoe itaH no advantage in 
intelliseuce over' a Samaritan woman of the lowcjtt grade; the one, 
a.4 wcU a» the other, can only put a carnal interpretation on the di^ 
course which Jon.-* intends Kpiritiiallv; ihcir mi.''cuii^l ructions, tOOi 
arc fiequenlly so glaring, nn to transcotid nil K-licf, nnd so unifonn 
that they seem to belong to a standing set of feAturce with which 
the autlior of the fouilh gospel Ikas choticn, for the sake of conlnwt, 
to depict those whom he bring* into conversation with Jcsus.t 
ilcnce, I confess, 1 understand not what is the meaning of vcri* 
similitude in the mind of those who a^ribc it to the discourses of 
JcBUa in the gospel of Joiui. 

As to the second point, ivganUtig the powers of memory, it ia 
pretty generally agi^eed tlial d'utcouract of the kind jtciiuliur to J«]m*a 
gospel,— in coiitriuliiitiiiclion to the aixUhegmv and pantbleji. either 
isolated or strung togctlicr, in llie j^yn^iptioal gon^K-lr", — namely, se- 
ries of dciieiMlent pro{>0«itioii», or jjwlongcd dialogue^ mi; uniong 
the most ditlicult to retain and rupmducc with accuriioy.t Unle.-«:« 
such <liseonrse3 were reduced to writing at the moment of ihciv dc< 
livery, all liojic of their faithful irproduction nmst be obandoncd. 
Hoicc Ur. TauluB onec actually entertained the idea, that in the 
jodgment- halls of the temple or the &ynngogucs at Jerusalem, there 
wore fltationod a soil of sliortlmnd writer*, whose olHco it was to 
di-aw up verbal processes, and that from their records tiic Chrisiians, 
m\\ci the deaili of Christ, made tniu.tcript.4.j In like tiiHimer, Uer- 
tkoldt wod of opinion, that our evangelist, during the lifetime of 

* IVtt^hei'lFr, Riiil. Ill du Ei-iDg. Juh. & 37 1 1 'I'lioluek. t^umiii. S. U7 r. t Tho* 
Kckfnuinii, ihvoL Uultrip:, !; 7, S. 'I'i^; (Vu(ii-I) ■lii Kmnt^lUt .luhitiiim urn) aclnt 
Auilse*'' vut drill JOiiifitcu UerU'bt, I, .1. IH K, Wvck'Im i Jt>r, S. S»\ ; Urptvlini'iil'r, 
I'Tululril. ill), tA, aiiud Wr)[ir,-lit>ul<T, HI Nifi. S. V8I : UrvUrliniiilir, Pnbab. t>- 33. 13. 
] 1I< Wotlv. Kint. indM M. f. { ICK'.j 'JhuUick, l.-omin. i, Joh. If. 3S t.; UUulnnU- 
di^Ml. S. UK ir. ; l^ivke, I, H. 108 (. f Co .niar. 4, & :1TJ t 
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Jesus, took (loATii TDOit of the discoumeH of Jcsax in tbc Aramiean 
IsDgiuge, ami niitilc tltcsc notM tlie foutuUition of liU gospel, com- 
pos«d lit n tniu.-li Inter period.* Theso mocieni liy[>ollii:«i>8 arc clearly 
niiluatoricnl ;t nvvvrlhclvss, tbcir ]>ro]Xniii<li:T« v-vtv Mc to ailduoe 
litiiny rutjtons in thnr BUpjiort. Tliu {irapiuMii; dr^iinitions of Jesus 
relative to hi« dvath and rcsurrcotioD. nuiJ livrtUoldl, kk more in- 
deliDitc in Jolia than in the 8yno])(ical gottpeU. a sure sign that 
they were recorded iKilbrc tlieir fulHInicnt, for otliCTwiK the writer's 
expericnix of the event would liuvc rcllcctct) more cJeanic»s on the 
uiTflictions. To thid wc may add the kindrvd ar^inicnt. by which 
tlenkc thought it pos&iblc lo cstahtiifh tile ^'uuiueupss of tlie dis- 
course)) in John : namely, that the foorlli Evangelist not sehloin 
appends c:ijJaiuitory remarks, often indeed erroneous, to tiw obscore 
expression of Jesu^ tlius proving tluit be vraa scrupulously conaci- 
CiUioua ill re|K)rting llic diseouraes, for ollierwiso he would have 
mingled bia emiiuienl.i with tlicir originAl matter.^ But it is with 
justice objected, tJiat ibe obseurity of the predictions in tlic fourth 
gospel is in [wrtcct tiarinony with tbc my^ticaj spirit that pervades 
the work, and as, besides, the author, together with his Ibndneas 
for iIk obscure and eitigmatical, indisputably poGsossod taste, ho 
I must have boen conitcioiia tliat a prophecy would only be ttic more 
piquant and •;i'.iiui»o-looking, tlie more darkly it was deliveix;d: henoc, 
tliougli hi: ]ml liiuM i>rcdiclioins into the mouth of Jofus long after 
tlie events to wiiicb ilicy refer, lie might yet ohose to give litem an 
indeliiiilc fonit. This ob««rvation hel]U to explain wliy tlic e\'an- 
geli«t, wlien elucidating eoine obscure oxpresaions of Jesw^ ad^ 
, tliai Ills di;^ci]ili^'9 did not undernland tbein unlU after his rcsurreo- 
Ittoii, or after the outpouring of tbc Holy Spirit ^ii. 22; vii. 3tl); for 
tllB DWOsitiou of tbc darkness in which Uic dijiciples at one Itinc 
gvolHaD, to the light which ultimately arose on iliem, belonn to tluit 
order of contrasts with which this gospel slKNinds. .Vnotncr srga- 
incnt, adopted by Bertholdi and apjiroved hy Tholuck, is, that in 
the diacouraca of the foiulh gospel tlK-re Mmctimes occur observa- 
tions, wbich, baviitg no precipe meaning in thi-niM4ves, nor any 
connexion with the rest of the diocountc, niu^t liave boen OceoMoncd 
by M>inc external circumstance, an<l can only be uceountc<l for on 
llie suppoeitiou of prompt, nay, of iiuntudiate reduction lo writing; 
and among their cxaniplos the passngc, Ariw, let u4 go htnos (xiv. 
31), is oue of tho most iiD]MirtAnt. But tbc origin of such digras- 
rsivo remarks has been above explaiiK-d, in a manner lliat renders 
' the hy[>otheais of inHtantjUK-ous iiole-laking fiU]>ertluou& 

'Ihua corn men til iur:t Iiad to cxcogitale some other means of cer- 
tifying the genuinenvM of ibe discourses of .lesus in the fourth ^os- 
pd. The general argument, so oficit adduced, founded on wliat a 



■ ViiwMlb it on^iimt miiBidU Jo 
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good jneniorj" might aeliicve, csjicciullj* among men of shnplc lives, 
unuKcd to vrriliitg, lies Ui the region of ubBtract poasibilil y, where, ua 
IjUck« remarks,* ihere may alwavB be ncnrly ua iimdi wiid against 
aa lor n ihvory. It h»B been thought more ell'crlual lo stlopt un ai^ 
gumi-nt rvHiing on a iiarrovrt^r busi.'', mid to a)<])cal to tlic iiidividuxt 
difilinctioni* of the a{io»llc John,— to hU tniiiiiule and pfciiUnr rela- 
tion to Jceuj^ aN ttic favourite dUdi>Ii.% — lo hi-t onihu»ia»m for his 
mifiter, which miifl mirely hft%'0 Hlreiigtlicucd hin mcuiciry. and haw 
enabled him to jm-jwr^c in the niO!<t hvi-Jy nnjUirlion nil ihat cnni; 
from the lipa of hut divine tVieiiO.t .Vli!i<}ugh lliin j>L-culiar relation 
of John to Je«U8 ri'»t» on the authority vl' John's goB|icl alone, wc 
might, mthoiit rensotiiiig in a cirde, dniw from it t^onclusions as to 
the crcdibihiy of tJie discoursi'^ communicated by him, were ihc 
Ikults of which his got<pcl is aecuaed only such as proceed from llie 
ineYl tabic tadu)g of thcmcmorj"; because the posiiivc iioiices of thAt 
relation could never flow from tiiia negative cause. As, however, 
the suspicion wliich Itas arisen to the prejudice of the fourth e>'an- 

i^list ban gone lar beyond those hniils, cvai lo the extent of taxing 
liin with free invention, iio fuct reoling on (lie word of John can be 
used in BUiiiwrt of the di»courae» whicli he communicate*. Hut 
neither the above relaiion, if admitted, nor the Rrimrk that John 
apparently atlaehcd hinwelf to Jwiii* hi early youth, when impres- 
sions sink deepest, uml from ihu time of Ins master's death lived in 
a circle where the memorj' of his words and deeds was dieriflhed,* 
auflices to render it probable that John could retain in hia mind long 
nericB of ideas, and coinjilicaled dialogues, until the [teriod in which 
the comiwHitiou of his go-sjel must be placed. For crilie.* aw agreed 
that the tendency of the fourth gospel, Iia evident aim to >pirilualiKe 
the common faith of Christians into llic (inom.i, and thus to enisli 
many crrDrs whi<ah had smiirig up, U a deei.Hive atlrsitttioii tluil il 
WM oompoRcd at a jfcrioa when tiic chureh had ntlnincd a degree 
of maturity, and con^quently in the extreme old iigeof the apostle. S 
Hence the cJiampionH of the discourses in ipieelion are fain to 
bring forward, as n forlorn hoix", the Eupemntural ussisluncc of the 
Paraclete, wliieh wa^ promised to the disciples, nnd which was to 
restore all that Jesus had said to their remembrance. This is done 
by Tholuck with gwat coiiHdence,l| by I>uckc with some dilfidcnce,? 
which Tholuck's Anneiger severely censures, but which we consider 
laudable, because it implies a latent consciousness of the circle that 
is mode, in attempting lo prove the inithlnliicsa of the di^eourees in 
John, by a promise which appears nowhere but in those discourses;** 
and of the inadci^uucy of an ap]>eal, in a scientitic inquiry, to it po]^ 
ular notion, such aa iliat of tlie aid of tiic Holy Spirit. TIic con- 

• L't ™p. p, i'M. t IVrgKhi-ider, p. 281i ; l.ilcko, |i, IH:. t. J WcsKllildrT, p. 
fSS I LU>J>c, ut '!!{•. I l.Oi'lic, S- 124 r. I7>>. Kvrii. uliur di'ii t'^Il[^rllnt[ ilr* !>. Uat- 
Ihiii. In dir Tub. XdtH'hrin, INU. H, S. IW. |{ 8 :l:>. ^ S. I!i7. "Hue UmW. why 
tbuulil vf (I'sr Id aililiiir," ic. ** 'I h« nitl |iruii>i>ril (o Ihv illiclliln, when 1inHi(;lit lic- 
hn rulvrr Dii'l (riljinialt. M*I(. x, II> t, la qulle dislinti (miu a krlii(;lat; to mnuiitmiM 
ol the dlKDurHi of Jctui (Juhn xiv. 30). 
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Bciousitess of ihU iasdcquac^ shows ilsdf indirectly in Tbolack, for 
he dees out the as»i«tnRC« if l]ie Pniadcle by early doIm : and in 
LOcke also, for Im rcitouticcs the verbal anlbcnticily of (liv diacoursea 
in Jobn, Aitd oidr conierKb for ibeir i»tili*latitiid ^cnicity on grounds 
diiefly coiiuectcd with ihe reUlion wliicb tliuy Ix'ar to other dis- 
conneft. 

'I'lie external rclntioii of llie di«coursvs of Jesus in John's goepel 
ia niso twofold; for tlicy may be vom)MirDd both with thoFC disootirsca 
n-hieh ibesynoiitUlxptit iiitotlicnioiitlt of Jesus, and with the man- 
ner in whicli the author of the fourth gospel expresses himself when 
Jio is avottx^dly (he s[icakcr. 

As a result of tlic former comjiarison, critics bare juinlcd out 
the important dilleiciicc that exists between the respective diacourses 
in their matter, as wid) as in tlwir form. In the first llu-ce gospels, 
Jesus closely adapts his teaching to the necessities of his shepbcnl- 
lesa people, ecnlrasling. st one lime, titc corrupt institutions of the 
riiariBces wilh the moral and religious precepts of the Mosaic law; 
at another, the cnmal mcstianic hopes of the age wilh ibc purely 
Spiritual mturc oi' his kingdom, and the conditions of entrance there- 
in. In the tburlh gospel, on Ibe eontraiy, lie is perpetually dilating, 
and often in a barren, speculative manner, on tiic dociruie of bia 
poiaon and higher nature: so iliat in opposition to llic diversilicd 
doctrinal and practi<:al materials of the synoplieal discoorscs, we 
have in John a one-sided dogmatism.* Ihat this opposition doci 
not tiold uivariably, nnd that in the discouraen of the synoptical go»- 
pela tliere are passages wliich have more ailiuily with those of John, 
luid vtoe versa, must Le granted to judicious cnlie.4;t but the im- 
portant prc]>UMdcraiiee of the dogmatti-al element on the one ftide, 
and of ifie practical on Ihe otltcr, in a ditlienlly that demands a ihor- 
Ongh expliinulivn. In aiiKwer lo tins ri.-(juii<il{on, it i» common to 
adduce liie end which John i« i(iiti)>u»cid to liave bad in view in tlie 
eompoHitioa of his gospel: uainrly, to furnish a Htipplemcnt to the 
first tlu^ec gos|ie)», and to supply ihrir omii'tfioii^. But if Jeaus 
tangbt lirst in one alyle, tltoi in another, how waa it that tlic synop- 
(i:<is iMlcvicd almost exclusively the practical and popular, John, 
nvdriy without exception, the dogmatic and it|vciilative portions of 
his di:^-uuiee t 'I'hU U accounted for in a luaiiiiet intrinsically prot>- 
fible- In the oral tradition, it ia obKer\'cd, on whicli the lirst three 
gotpeis were founded, the »imple and popular, the concise and sen- 
tentious diM:our»vti of Jc»uK, being itiv mo«t easy of retention, wonld 
■lone be propagated, while his utore prolburul, subtle and diffuse 
dtKOurscs would be lost.} Hut accordmg to the above Mip|>o.^ilion, 
the fourtli evangelist came a^ n ^csitcr alter the eyikoplista: now it 
is certain thai bU the discourses of Jesus having a practical tendertcy 
had not been preserved by them ; ItcncCi lliat tlK fomyj- has almost 
invariably avoided giving any relic of such discourses, can oidy be 

• Bn«H«WHli3, I-nAMb. p. 2, S, »l C t I>t WtU* EloklL in do N T. | lOS t 
ltM(, L, J. I ;. * LKcka, 01 np. t^ loa Ken BOBp. 
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expUinot] by liis prclVwucc for tlic (l<^ii(itic and RfKCuUlivc vein : 
a prcforcncc ivliich iiiu.^t 1m\'c lind boih nii olijuclU'e nnd n 8abj«:ttve 
source, tlic ncccj^itics of his time and circiimslancrs, nntt lite bvnt 
of liis 0U11 nilnd. Tliia b sdtnittcd even by critics who an; tjivoiir- 
able to the authenticity of the fourth gospel,' with tUc rcscn-atioii, 
that that prcfcix-nce betrays itself oidy ncgntivcly, hy otniseion, not 
{Hxiitivoly, by addition. 

There in a further difference between the sTDontical gottpols and 
the fotirlli, fls to tlic I'onn of teacliing adopted by Jesus ; in tlic one, 
it is aphoristic and [laralKiItc, in the other, dialcclic.t Wc have seen 
tliut tiic piirabli^ la allogclh«r wnnting in the fourtli gonjiel, nnd it Sit 
iiaturiil to nsk why, since I.ukc, ns well «* Matlliew, bun many ad- 
minible piiniblcn i«-ciiliar to hinmclf, John bu^ not Iwtni nblc to make 
A rich gk'iiniiig, even allcr those two pivdecotaors ? It is tnic thai 
isolntttl npotbcgiii« and scnl^ncMi, similar to the *3Tioplical ones, arc 
not entirely absent fi-om the foiirlli gos]icI: but. on (lie other Iiand, 
it must be acbnittdl th.it the prcvHiling nphoristic and pnrnbolic form 
of instruction, ascribed to Je^ua by the synopliflts, ia more suited to 
Ihe eliaractev of a popular teacher of Palestine, tiian the dialectic 
form which he is made to adopt by John.f 

liut the leUliou of the discourses of Jesus in thegoapel of John, 
lo the evangelist's own style of thinking and writing, is decisive. 
Here wc find a similarity^ wbich, ns it extends to (he diecourecs 
of a third parly, nanicly, the Hajiti^t, cjmnot be cxpliiinod by sup- 
posing that the di«.'i|)te had formed his style on that of the master,!) 
but rcquiivs us to nduiil that the evangelist has lent his own stylo 
to the pniicipnl characters in his narrative. The latest eommento- 
tor on John has not only acknowledged this with regard to the col- 
ouring of the expression ; he even tliinke that in the mailer itself 
he can here and there delect the cxplanaloiy amplifications of the 
evangelist, who, to use hie on-n phrase, has liad a, hand in the com- 
poiiition of the longer and more difficult ilLtcnurfies.5 But since the 
evungdisl docs not phiinly indicate his additions, wliat is to assure 
us liiat tlu'y are not throughout interwoven with the ideas of Jaius, 
nay, tliut nil iho diacoursett which he communic-ites are not entirely 
his own product iwns? The style funiiches no guidance, for this is 
every where the ranie, ami is admitted to be the evangelist's own ; 
neither dues the sense, for in it also there is no essential diirurciice 
whether the cvangi'li.tt fia-ak? in bis own name, or in that of Jews; 
where then is the ^lanuKee that the discourses of Jc.tus arc not, as 
the author of the iVobabilia malntuins, fixMi inventions of the fourth 
evangelist ? 

LUcko adduces some [uirticnhirs, which on this supposition would 
be in his opnion inexplicable. '• I'irst, the almost vernal agi«c)nont 

* Tholurk, III mp. f nnlaahtl.'iJfr, nt mp. J Ilo WkK?, uC tap. ) \05. I CDUip. 
ScholM. il"i ".'lltirl^t, Cliflrililm und Wtrlh dn Joluuiiti: IMDJ, {| stmucV— du ilottlrlna 
M dliilune JnliJiniili tiiiv,t"l>. i>r) Jrxi nugtslrl [tni^lriiig in •lirtlniifiiique exadD campMlta. 
im ^ l.ttlie, Coilicrt L Jih. I. p. SKI. •• Ct .up, p, l!i;i. 
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of John vrilli ihe tjnop&stx in igoI:itc(1 saying of Jesus, But aa 
the foarlh cvnngelut was within the pak of ilic Christian ooiiiinu- 
itiity, lie miut lia\-c bad at his command a tradition, frain whtcli, 
'ihoiigh dntn-ing generally on hie own icsoorcis, lie might occasion- 
»lly uoTTow isolated, marked cxpreitsions, Dcnrir unmodified. An- 
other argument of Luckc is yet more fiitilo. It, he eaya. John had 
ictily had the inclination anil ability to invent diiicouraea for Jesn.i, 
Itc u-ould h&vc been more lilicral in lo«[; diiicoiirsi's ; and tho alter- 
nation of brief remarks with prolongrxl ad<!re&.'W!t, 18 not to be ex- 
plained on Ihe abofc xu^ipoxiiiati. Hut thiit would follow only if 
the autltor of the foiinh go^{<el a]>pcan»t to be a la^lclesji writer, 
wlioec perception did not tell him, that to one occadon a j^Iwrl dis- 
course ^^^tl* ^uitnblt", to imolher a long one, «n<I lluit the alternation 
of difriiHe haniiigiies with concise sentence* w:m adapted to produce 
Ihe U'jtt impres:fion. Of more vreight is the olwer^Tition of Pnulus 
lltat if ihe fouilh ctiuigelist had given the rein to his itl^-vntioll in 
attributing dLioourses to Jcsoa, he would lutrc obtruded more of his 
own view:*, of which lie has "iven no abstract in hie prologue; wliercjw 
the Reni)iiiJou--'nejis with which he nbstains from putting his doctrine 
of the ijOW» into the mouth of Jcias, is a proof gf the laithfulness 
with which he confined himself to lite materials presented by his 
tiiemorr or his authorities.* But Ihc doctrine of lite Ijogos is sub- 
utantially contained in tlie euccccding diacouTsc of Jesus; and that 
the form in which it is propounded by the evangelist in his preface, 
docs not also reappear, ia sufficiently explained by the considctationi 
tliat he must have known that fonu to be altogether foreign to the 
teaching of Jesus. 

We therefore hold it to be eslablidheil, tliat the diacoumcs of 
Jesua in JohnV go^jK^I arc mainly free eom[)Oiiitiona of the orango- 
Itst; but we )iave admitted tliat lie ha^t culh-d :«trvor»l payings of 
Jesus from an aullienlic tradition, and hence we do not extend this 
|>ro)Ni.>iitioii to iho^e paesnges whieii are counleitaiifvd by [Ktrallela 
ill the syiioplicnl gtiKtH-l.t. In tliCM! com|»laiions we have an ex- 
ample of tlie riciy-titiidcii w)ii<-h licfil disitourses, that are preserved 
only in (lie memory of a fti-coud imty. Scveivd from Ibcir original 
eoiinexioti, aii<I broken up into Kinaller and sinjdlcr IVaemonls, they 
|iTewnt when nn«»c»ibled the apjir-iirancc of a mosaic, m which Ihc 
eotim'xion of the parts is a purely exicrmil one, and e^-crjr trsnsitioa 
an arlitieiiil jun<1iiiT>. The ilisconrK-s of Je»n< in John i»n»cnt just 
the oiiposiic appcaranee. Tl>eir gmdu.il transitions, only rcitdeted 
oeciisionallr obscure by the mystical depths of meaning in which 
they He, — transiiions in which one thought develops itself out of 
«nother, and a succeeding pixijioiition is rrcr|uent[y but an c.Tiilana- 
tory amplilicatioii of tlte iirocoding,! — are indicative of s pliaUc, 

• Inliii m-irt WlbS^H.tfLOdM'bOMMDMaat. laikLU-BlaUdMaltpm. 
Kirikni'iuiiliC IHSI. no. I A. f "^l* pnall^tt; at lh> lUMtWiB In Mat cUHC b* 
■•Mtar *anihri Ham ly Erantwi io hta KfM. ad F*rdiMailM«. fNtumrj to U* Pan- 
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unresixtmg mass, Buch aa U never ]ir«scntQd to s wrilcr Ly the 
traditioiuuiMviDga of anoilitT, but such us prococds from the stoi-ca 
of Ilia own thought, which he moulils acconling lo liia will For 
this rauiOD Iho coiilribuliona ot' tradition to thcac stores of tliooght, 
{apart from the sajrings wliich aic nUo found in th« carl>er gospoU,) 
were not no likely to luivc been particiikr, indetwndent dicta ot 
Jvtus, as ratlioi- ecrlnin ideas which funiicd the basia of many of 
his dixcourM-.t, and which wciv niodilicd and dcvelojwd according to 
the bv»t of B mind of Alexandrian or (trcok culture. 8uc)i are the 
corrvlutivc ideiu of narijp and vtAj {^father and »o>t). ^f and flsirof 
{li^/it and darkne»^, <w>l and tfiii-orof {life and dttith), A^ut and 
Kitru (a(otw and benial/i), oApi anil mrC/ja (_^<ra4 and tj/trSt) ; nUo 
some syinholiiyil vxi)ni»Bion8, n» ipro^ r»;r f<J^c (ireocf c/" life), v^wp 
fiJv hctUer of life). These and a few other idow, variously coin- 
huied by an ingenious author, compose the bulk of the discoiiraes 
attributed to Jesus by John ; a certain uniformity necessarily at- 
tending this elemental simplicity. 
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KVBST3 IN THE PUBLIC LU'B OP JKSU3, KXCLUDINO THE 

MlRAOmS. 



j 84. aEKEBAL COMPABISOS OF Tllli MANSER OF NABBATION THAT 

uiariKGUiauKs tiik sevbual evanoemstb. 

If, before proceeding to the considenition of details, we coitipai'e 
the general duiracler and lone of the historical nanation in tlic 
various gospels, we find differences, first, between ilatthcw and the 
two other synopljstx; BCcondly, between the three first evan^-lists 
collectively and this fuurlli. 

Among the rej)roaehe3 which modem critici»tu liaa hcHjR'd on 
the go;q>el of Matthew, a prominent place has been given (0 ils 
want of individualized and drumslic life; a want which is lliought 
to prove tliat the author was not an cye-wilnesa, niuec an eye-wit- 
ness is ordinarily distingui»)ied by tlic precision and minulencia of 
his narration.* Certainly, when wo read the indefinite designation 

rohtnrM'biii <OnleiBNiry nennunjuam tj" rom/iMnVf^ lumniiH^unm a timHiiiktt nannunqucm fx 

iitittm^ nbindf rfpiriiu, vi oiMfimi'j yrim/jw mtmhrum irmftr adfial pnui, nV at 

priarii Jhu til JHirium trynmrir. rfc. 

• 8«hHli, fibar dai A Ifrndnulii, S. 303 a. ; SlrfTurt, DUr >l?n tTrtprune if entoB 
kanoa. Bv*a(. S. i>S, Tl, n. >. f. ; Schneduniliur^n', nbw ilen ITiipning, S. 73. 



BT&NTS IN TU£ PUBLIC UFE OF JESDS. 



421 



of tiroes, pincca nnd ponona. tbc pcqictiully nnumng rvrt, tien, 
mtpd-}^» iiutttv, d^pariing from tAence, av6pt3Wt>^, a man, which 
clianiclcrizc this gosjiel ; wlien wc rrcollcct its wholesale Et3tcmt;nt«^ 
Siicli ns tliAt .IciiiH went tiiroiigli all the cili<^8 and villiigcs (ix. 32; 
xi. 1 ; Gonip. iv. '2'A) ; that the; brought to him nil sick people, mid 
thai Itc healed tliem all (iv. 24 t ; xir. iH t ; conip. xv. 29 ff.) ; 
and finally, the bareness and brevity of many isolated narratives : 
wo cannot diHapprovc lli« dccbion of this criliciBm, that 3Iatthcw*a 
wliolc HiirratiNo resembles a record of events whicli, before tbey 
were ooniiiiiitcd to UTiting, had been long current in oral tradition. 
and had thtts loiiit ilic inipie.<t3 of ])arttcuLarity and minuteness. But 
it must be aJuiitled, tliat this proof, taken alone, b not absolutely 
convincing; for iu most caKci wc may verify tho remaik, that 
even an eye-wiliic^ iiuiy be lutablci gnplitcally to narrate what 
lie has tieea.* 

But our motiem erilJcs hare not only m«iU)ured Slattliew by tho 
standard of what is to be expcctud from nji eye-witness, in the 
abstract ; Ihey liave id«o comptirvd him with his fellow-o'ongclisla. 
They are of opinion, iM>t only that Jolin decidedly mnaaaea Mat- 
thew in tlw power of di-li(vcnii«n, both in their few parallel passages 
and in hi« entire narmtivi.', but uUo llint tlw- two otltcr syiioptist!<, 
eopeciidly Jlarlc, arc generally fxT clearer and fuller in tlicir style of 
nAimiion-t Thi« is the actoal fact, and it ought not to be any 
longer evaded. With respect to the fourth eviuigeiiitt, it is true 
thai, u one would have anticipated, he is not <Icvoid of eeneral, 
whokaale statements, soeh as, inat Jesus during tlic fi»st dw many 
miraele-s, that Ikikc many believed on him (iL 23), with othe-rs of 
a simdar kind (iii. 22; vii, 1): and he not seldom d«ignalc3 
persons indedsivelv. Soinetimai, however, he gives the name* of 
individuals whom Matthew does not specify (xii. 3, 4; comp. with 
Malt. xxvi. 7, 8; and xviii. 10. with Matt. xsvi. 51; also vi. fiK 
with lUtL xtv. 16 f.) ; and lie gencrallv lets us know tlic dnttrict 
or country in which an event Imppened. His careful clironology 
we have already noticed; b«t ll»e point of chief im[iortnnce is that 
bis narralirea, (e. g. that of the man bom Wind, and tluit of ihe 
resurrection of LAxarus.) luivc a dramatic and lifc>likc character, 
wliich we seek in vain in tlie first gospel. The two intermediate 
evangeliata are not free from indecisive dcsigttationa of time (e. g, 
Mark viiL I ; Luke v. 17; viiL 22) : of pUcc (Mark iii. 13 ; Lidce 
vL 12); and of uersomt (Mark x. 17; Luke xiii. 33); nor from 
rtati-nicnis that Jesu* went through all cities, and iKalcd all the 
ei<.k (Mark i. 32 ff. ; 38 f. ; Luke iv. 40 f.) ; but ihey often gire us 
tiK delniU of what Matthew has only otatod guierally. Not only 
docs Lake associate- uumy dl'tcouracii of Jesua with s|ieeial occasions 
conooming which Mallltew i# nileiil, but both lie nnd Mark notioa 
IIk oflEcc or names of persons, to whom Matthew giws no prcoM 



. ■ Ol'hnini, b CaoioL I, Is iri. 
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desicnatioii (Mutt, ix. 18*. Mark v. 23; Luke viii. 41 ; Matlli. six. 
16; Liikc xviii. 18; Matt. xx. ."lO; Mark x. 46). But it is cliietl/ 
in the lively description of pnrliculnr incideniB, tliat wo pcrwjive 
liia clecidecl eiippriority ol' I.itkp, and sliU more of >lni-k, over 
Mnltlicw. Fjet tlic reader only coni|iare tlic nurralive of the execu- 
[ lion of .loliii the ]tn|iti»t in Matiiiew and Mark (MalllL xiv. 3; 
Mark vi. 17), and lliiit of the dmiioniac or demoniacs of Gailara 
(Malt. viii. 2S ff. j.arall.). 

Tlie-io. fnotji are, in itie 0|>inioti of our latent criti<:», u continual ion 
of lite funrlli evaiigi-li:«l':t f.-laini to llie diJmtcler of uii cvv-wiiness, 
a»d of ibe grcalor proximity of llie »ocond and liiird cvaii}^li^t.-« lo 
the 8ccne« tlicy describe, tlinn ciut be nt'.ribnied lo lb« firM. llul, 
even allowing tlinl oiio who dot's not nniTnte gmpliicallv cannot be 
ftn ej'O-witnvB?, lliis docs not involve titu i>roj>o»ilion tlinl wlioe^xr 
doeji narrate grsphiciilly must be nn rye-wit nt.tji. In all imk* iu 
u-liicli l]i<;i-c arc extant (wo accounts of n single IJicI, llic one full, tliG 
other concise, opinions may be divided as to which of llicin is llio 
original.' When tlic^ accounts have been liable to the modiUca- 
tions of tradition, it ia important to be.^r in mind that tradition has 
two tendencies: the one, to!>ublinmtQ ihe concrete into the abstract, 
the individual into the gniend; the other, not less csficnti.il, lo sul>- 
stitule arbitrary Hction.i fi>r the hi.iloriual reality vrliidi ia lost-t If 
then we put the lyattt of p>t.-ci.*iun in the naiTntivc of tlie Hrat cvang^ 
list to the account of ihc funiior runclion of the le^nd, ought wc at 
ouce to regard tlic precision and dminatic effect of the other gostjMtJit, 
aa n proof (lint their authors were eyc-wilnt;88e8? Mu»t we not rather 
oxnmine whether these ijunlities bo not derived from the eoooitd 
function of the legend ?t The decision with which the other infiei^ 
encc ii <Iran-n, is in fact merely nn aftcr-tastc of the ohl onhodox 
opinion, that all our goajwls proceed immcdbtely from eyo-witnesscs, 
or At IciisC through a niciliuiu incapable of error. Modem criticism 
has limited this supposition, and nuniicted the possibility that one or 
the other of our go.'lH'i* may have been attected by oral tradition. 
Accordinglr tt main1ain.s not wiihoiit probability, that a gos|>el iii 
which the descriptions are throughout de-itilute of colouring and lite, 
cannot be the production of an e^'e-witne.t.1, and must have suifercd 
trom the cRadng Rngcrs of ti-adition. But the counter proposition, 
that the other gospelji, in which the »lyie of narration is more de- 
tailed an<l dmtnfttic, rest on the tei<titnuny of eyo-witnesses, would 
only follow from the suiiposed necessity timt this must be the caae 
willi some of our gospels. Kor if such a siipposilion be made with 
resjicct to several narratives of both the above kinds, there ijs no 
question that the more CTnphic and vivid ones ni'e with prejKinderant 
|)roba1>ility lo l>c rdcrreS to cye-m'iiucdses. But this sup]>o»ilion li*4 



* Cnmp SjiiDkr, tlicr din Quirtlen da Markup S. 12 If. f K°'"i OlK'f t)«» I'r>[>r. 
lip* Kt. Maltli. Ill (Up. S. 7'i t. ; I nav. caiiuini uAri^r^nul, eonihbr I'l lirnJiJ '4M 
^-*o that Iho ■miutUun uf i>]i|H>ni'nla, tlisl 1 ujh luUi ihc |>arllinl)iily nnd (lie bnillir ol 
nsrrillvc* m pnxift ur Uinir mjiliicBl duincWr, ttilt lu Uii uroiiiiil of lUolf. 
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Merely a snbjecliw founilnf ioii. It wns nn cnstcr transition for com- 
mentalon to iimkc from the old notion tlut nil itio gospels wcro im- 
ntc«liuti-ly <ir iiii;(lijiti.-]y Kutopticnl nRirotivcs, to tlic limited admission 
thnt )<(-rbi>ps one innr f'dl eliorl of tliis cbaractcr, tlian to tho cencral 
ndniiMioii that it niay be equally wanting to *I1. But, Accoming to 
the ri^d rules of consequence, with tbe orthodox view of tlie scriptu- 
ral canon, fidls llic assumption of pore ocular tealimony. not only for 
one or oilier of the gos]K'Is, liut for all: tlie posaibilJiy of the con- 
Iniry must l>c presupposed in relation to tliem nil, and tlieir prclcn- 
sioBS most be estimated aecording lo lltcir iRicmal diaracter, cmti- 
pared with the external testimonies. Fr«ni this j>o>iil of view— lli« 
only one that eriticbm can conttialently adopt — it Li as prolKiblc, con- 
sidering the nature of tl»c external le»tiiiioiite« examiniHi in our In- 
troduction, that the Ihn^e U»t evang<-lii<l^ owe tlur dniiiuilic i'^(S;t in 
which ihov !iiir]>nH.'« Miitthuw, to llie cmWlli^litnenl* uf n miin- nmturc 
trailition, ii.s, rluil ihi.i (juiihty i« the result of a clos<-r i^mniunicalion 
with cye-witiicditcit. 

Tlial we may not anticipate, let us, in relation to thiK qwirlion, 
refer to the rtviults we hi»ve idrauly oblaiucd. TIr' gu'Jiter particu- 
larity by which Lnke i* dietingnislied from JIattliew in his aocouut 
of tbe occasions llial suf^csted many discourses of Joius, has ap- 
jicarcd to vjt often to I>c llu.* result of subsirqueut additions; and the 
IU1IIW8 of persona i» Mark (xiiL 8. comp. r. 37; Luke viii. 51.) have 
seemed to rest ou a mere inference of tbe narrator. Now, however, 
that we arc abont to enter on an examination of particular uarrativca, 
wc wiU consider, from the jjoint of view above indicated, tlie coiiaianl 
forms of introduction, conclusion, and transition, ah-cady noticed, in 
the vcverid goapls. Here we find llu? ditfercncc btlwi^-n Slattbcw 
iiud the otlier itynoptLits, as to their niorc or less dranialie Hlyle, im- 
printed in a manner lliat can bcjtt tuncli us how much this style Lt 
worth. 

Matthew (viii. 1 (i f.) KtMcut in reiiend terms, that on tlic cvcnii^ 
after t tic enrr vf I'eterV motlipr-iii-raw, many dciuonines were brought 
to Jesns, all of w)h>iii, tc^ctli>er with others tlial were sick, he licaled. 
Mark (i. .^2,) in a highly dramatic manner, as if ho hiinadf bad wit- 
nessed the scene, telK tliat on ilio wunc occasion, the whole city woa 
gatbcied togctlx-r at the door of the bouse in which Jesus was; at 
another time, be makes tlie crowd block up tli« entnutee (iL 2.); in 
two oilier iiistjmci'.<, 1m- de*fril>C8 the concourse a* so great, that J«*- 
aas and Ids itlsripli-^ could nut take tltcir food (iii. 20; vi. ^11.); and 
Luke on oivc occasi<.>ii stales, that the jx-ofile even gathered together 
in inniuncrable mulliludcs so tluit t/ieif troU^ one upon another, 
(xii. 1.). All liiglily \ ivid touches, certainly: bat tbe want of ibeni 
can banlly bo prcjitdieial to JIatthcw, for they look thoroughly like 
strokes of imagina't ion, such as abound in Mark's uiirmtive, and often, 
as Scbkiennacbcr observes,* give it almost an apocryphal apjwai^ 
ance. In detailed narratives, of which wc sludl pic«cutly notice 



424 



TIIE LIFE OP JE8US. 



mnnT examples, while Mjitthew simplr tcll« nlmt Jeaus wud on i 
certain occ&Bion, tli« two other erangelisls ure iiblc to <]Mcribe tb _ 
gUnoe with which his wortU were nccompnntet) (Murk iii. /i; x. 21^ 
Luke vi. 10). On tlic mention of n Uiiul bcggnr of Jericho, Mark 
is coroful to giro us his name, antl the tianiu of hi? fnther {x, AG). 
From these partictihirs vrc might nlrciiiJy nugur, what tlie examina- 
tion of single lutirativcs will prove: niimcly, that llie cO|nou9ne«fl of 
Mark and Luke is the protlucl of the secom! function of Ihc legend, 
which wc niay call the tunclioD of euibrlhshniciil. Wuh tliis cin> 
bclhshmcnt CTadually wrought out by oral tradition, or wm it the 
arhitrary addition of our cvangcliata t Conccrnina; this, tlicrc may 
ho a differeiieo of ojiinioa, ontf s degree of prohabiiity in relation to 
particular p.isaagea ia the uciacjt approach that can bo made to a de- 
cision. Ill Riiy caiio, not only moat it bo graulGd, that a narrative 
adonicd by the writer's oicn additioita ia more ivniotc from primiiiro 
truth tlum one free from such additiotis; but we mar venture to 
pronounce thai the earlier elfort.'t of tlie legend ai'e rapid sketcbes, 
tending to set off only the leading points whellier of sjieech or action, 
and that at a later [leriod it ainm mllicr 1o give a aymmelrieal cfl^t 
to the whole, including eolhitcml incidcnlK; ao that, in either view, 
the cloMSt approxinialioii to truth remains on the .lide of the 6rst 
gosjwl. 

While llio <lilftrencc n« to the moic or leM dramatic ntyle of^ 
concluding and connecting fomis. lies clucfly between Iilatthcvr and 
the other s^iioptisls ; another difl'crenco with itspcct to thcso forms" 
exists between all the s.^Tioiitista and John. While most of llio 
synoptical niiecdotca tVoni the ]>ublie life of Jesus are wound up by 
u iMinegyrie, tho^c of John generally terminate, so to speak, jwlcmi- 
rauly. It is true that the three tirst evangeliata Bomctimea mention, 
by way of conclugion. the offence that Jeaua gave to the narrow* 
licartcd, and the machinations of his enemies against hini {Matt, viii.1 
84 ! xii, 14 ; xxl 46 ; xxvi, 3 f. ; Luke iv. 2« f. ; xi. 35 f.) ; and, . 
the other han<l, the fourth evangeliitt cloA6.* noma di.tcouraea 
miracles by the rcninrk, that in coiiHOijut-iiee of thciti, ninny hcliere 
on Jcaufl^ii. 2;J; iv. .39. iJ3; vii. 31. -10 f. ; viii 30; x. 42; xi. 45), 
But in the aynoptienl gi)»[)eht, tliroiighout tlic period previous to tin 
residence of Jean* in JeniWeni, we find funns implying that ll; 
fame of Jesus had extended fur and wide {Mult. iv. '24 : ix. 26. 31 
Mark i. 28. 45; v. 20; vii. 3U; Luke iv. 37; v, 15; vii, 17; viii." 
39); tliat rlic people wcf« astonished at his doctrine (Matt. vii. 28; 
Mark L 22; xi. IS; I.ulcc xix. 4S), and mimcles (Malt. viii. 27 J 
ix. 8; xiv. 33; xv. 31), and hence followed him from all parta* 
(Mati. iv. 2.5; viii. 1 ; ix, 86; xii. 15; xiil 2; xiv. 13). In the 
fourth g0Ki>id, on tlie contrary, wo arc eontuiually told that the Jewa 
Bought to kill Jesus {v, 18; \-ii. 1); the Pharisees wish to lake hini, 
or send out ollioers to ecizo him {vu. 30. 32, &4; conip. viii. 20; 
X. 3S»); stones iiro taken up to cast at him (viii, 59; x. 31V; atu] 
even in lliose passages where there is mention of n favourable dxfA 
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pcwition on titc i<art of the poopic, tlic cvan^t-lixl limits it to on« 
portion of tlicnt, mid n-prcscnts the otlitT ns iniiiucjtl to Jv^ua (vii. 
11 — l^y He. i» v«pecijdly foitd of drawing attention to such Gtr> 
cuniitliiitccji, Hg llint bclbre tlic final cnlaslroplic oil tltc gailc and 
power of tlic cn<-jiiie« of Jcsaa wore exerted m \'si[i, because bis 
iKHir vrn* not }'<.-! toine (viL <IU ; viii. 20) ; tlut tlic emUsaiics sent 
out ugainjtt liiin, overcome by the force of hi» words, and tlw dignity 
of hw jKirwon, retired without fultiUing ilicir ernmd (rii. 32. 44 ff.); 
and (h.-it J<;s^uh pa^sud anharmcd lluougb the midst of an cxas]>er* 
atcd crowd {viii. 59 ; x. 39 ; coni)). Luke iv. 30). The writer, ns 
we Itavc above nrninrked, certainly docs not intend us in these in- 
8fauci» to lliink of a natural ciicape, but of one in which the higlter 
natiirt' of Jesus, his inTolDcratulity ao long as lio did not choose to 
biy down his life, w.is Iiis protection. Ami this throws some light 
on the object which the fourth evangelist had in view, in giving 
prominence to sueli traits as tboac just cntuncralod : they helped him 
to add to tltc number of tho contrasts, by which, throughout his 
works, he aims to exalt the person of Jesus. TIic profound wisdom 
of Jc^us, as the divine Logos, appcaitiKl the more resplendent, from 
its opposition to the rude unap[»olionsivencss of the Jews ; his good* 
ncss wore a more touching aspect, confronted wilh the inveterate 
malice of his enemies; his appeanuice gained in ini press ivcnes-s by 
the strife he excited among the people : and his power, as tluit trf* 
one who had lite in himself commanded tho more rcvcnrncc, the 
oftener Lis enemies and ih«r instiumcula tried to seize him, and, as 
if rcstrauied by a higher power, were not able to lay Itaitds on him, — 
tl>c more m.-tricUously be passed through itic ranks of advctsarks 
preiiarcd to lake away his life. It Iuls been made matter of pT«ise 
to UM fourth cvangeJist, tftat he alone presents tluc oppowlion of tho 
phaitaaic party to Jcj^uk, in U» ri^c and gradual progreiu : but titerc 
are tc«sons for cgutwliomng whether tiic course of event.'* described 
by him, bo not rather ticlitious itian ruJ. I'arti.^liy Itclitious, it 
evidently is; for he appc.tU to the sujicriiatural for a reason why tho 
Pharisees so long cflectcd nothing against Jusus: wlicrcaa tho sy- 
noptista preserve the natural sequence of tlic tacts by staling as a 
cause, that the ilewiah hierarchy feared the people^ who wlierc at- 
taclied to Jesus as a prophet (Malt. xxi. 46; JLirk xii. 12: Luke 
sx. !!>). If then the fbuilh o\'angcli^t was so tir guided by his 
d(>};maltcal Interest, that for the escajw of Jesus from Uie n>ore early 
snnreff and assaults of his enemies, he invented nuch a reason as best 
|.Buil«d his pur)K>.<«; what sliall assure ns tliat he has not also, in 
oonsiitlCficy with the characteristics which m luvc already discerned 
in him, labricalvd, for the sake of tluU intcn^si, entire scenes of the 
kind above noticed? \ot that we hold it improbable, tltat many 
futile plots and attacks of the enemies of Jesus preceded the final 
eatastlopl»e of his fate : — wc are only dubious whether these attempts 
were precisely such as the gospd of John describes. 
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i 85. ISOLATED aitOUrS of anecdotes — IMriTATlON' or A LEAQUE 
U-ITM UKI^UXUL'U, AKD l>EM.Ui'l> OF A SIGN. 

Is vonforniit/ Willi tlie aim of oar criticism, wo sliall here cooTina 
Oar attention to Iho^c narrativci, in which the inHucncc of tlie legvod 
m»j bo <kinoiu( [rated. Tlio siroiigcat cvidcnLc of tliici itiducnce u ' 
found when one narrative U blended with another, or wliens the one 
» A mem vnriiition of ihc other: hence, chronology having nifii.ted 
us its aid, wv .ihall arrange (Itc anecdotes about to be con.-ildcred 
sccOTxling 10 their miitiial aditiilj. ^ 

To bej^in with tliu moru i(im|ile form of legendary inlluenoe:^ 
Sehulx hus nlrc^iily conipLainvd, that lilatlhcw inentiouri tn-o in- 
fltnncos, ill which a league with Itceleubub wiu imputed to Je«iUi 
and A Higii demanded from him ; circiiiniitaiicCA which in Mark and 
Luke happen only onco.* The fir»t tim(; the imimlittion occun m 
(Matt. ix. 'd2 (fX JcitUit has cured a dumb liemonianic ; iit tliu tho | 
poc^ls marvel, but the t'linrUocM observe, J/e coats out demon* 
tkrottgh iAapri/fjti (^px'^'') <>f U^t denu»u. Klutthew does not lier« 
say that Jcsiu returned any answer to ihU accusation. On tlie sco* 
ond occasion (xiL 23. if), it i:i a blind and dumb dctnonianie whom 
Jeans curca : again the |)cople arc amazes), and again tho PhariflOCS 
declare tliat the cure iscflbctcd by the help of Itcclzcbub, IIk^PV^vqC 
the demons, whci'cupon Jc^us immediately exposes the absurdity of 
the acousatiou. Tiiat it should liavc been olli'ged against Jeaus 
more tluiii once when he cast out demons, is iu itself prubablb It i 
is however Hiuipieious that tho demoniac who glvca occasion to tlioj 
ftsaertion of the I'liarijtees, b in both histauccd dumb (in the Hocondj 
only, blindneM ia added). Dcmouiacs were of iniiny kimK every j 
variety of malady being ascribed to tlie influence of evil ."jMrits ; why, 
tlien, should the above imputation be not once aciiu'licd to the cura^ 
of anollicr kind of denioniitc, but twice to that of a dumb one t Tha 
diflicully is heightened if we compare the iiairative of Luke (xL 
14 (.), which, in it.t inlroduclory de^u-iption of the circuni»tancc«, 
COrrespoudK not to the twcond narrative in Malllicw, but to the first; 
for as tlicrci so in l.nk(% tltc demoniiic ii only iluml>, nii<l his cure 
nnd ilic astonishment of the people arc told with precisely the sumo 
form of expression; — in uU which iioiut:^ llie second niimttive of 
Mattlicw is more rcmoic fiMni that of Luke. Hut with this cure of , 
the dumb demoniac, which Mnlllirw n-pn^jtents ax \mssing off in ' 
silence on the part of Jesus, l.uke connects the very discourse whidi ' 
Matthew afipcnds to the cure of the one l>olh blind and dumb; so 
that Jesus must on both ihcsc successive occasions, h.ivc said the 
same thing. This is a very unHkely ivpolition, and united with the 
improbaliiiity, that the same accusaliun should be twice made in 
eonnexion with a dumb demoniac, it suggests (he question, whether 
IcMod may not here have doubled one and the same iucidcntt IIow 
thia can have taken phicc, ftlatthcw himsdt' shows us, by represent- 

■ Dt«Bp.S.8ll, 
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ing the ilcmoniac as, in llw ono cusl*, simply duml). in lite oUier, 
blind also. Slust il iiol hnvc b«en u striking cure wliicU excitod, 
on llie one hand, the Asloiii»limrnt of the people, on the othcTt this 
desperale ntlnck o( the viicmics of Jestis ? Dunibncaa alooo might 
60on appear an insufficient raalitdy for the subject of tlie cure, and 
the Icgeitd. ever, prone to enhance, mtgtil deprive him of siglit alflo. 
If then, toother with this new form of the l<^n<l, the old one too 
was h.inilcd dotvn, what wonder tliHl a coiii|iilcr, inoi-e eonscientioos 
than crilical, Euch as the author of the tirm gospel, adopted both as 
distinct histories, merely omitting on one occ:;tsion ibo discourse of 
Jcsos, for the sake of avoiding repetition.' 

Matthew, having oraillod (ix. 34) the diseoursc of Jesus, was 
obliged also to defer the demand of a sign, which re^nired a previ- 
ous rejoinder on the part of Jesus, until hia second namlion of tlie 
charge concerning Actzcbub ; and in this point again the narrative 
of Luke, who also attaches the demand of a sign to the accusation, 
is parallel with the latter passa^ of Mattliew.t Bui ^[althew not 
■ only lias, with Luke, a demand of a sign in connexion with tlic 

* SvhtetBnnichn (S. 1*2). doH lul pmilva the conncKioD tf Um dUoouiM oa iho 
lilwfititmy av^init (lie lloly titiMt, In JtAllheo (niii SI t.) ttiuii||li it liabi on unllfflitljr 
Is (h* fonipniiB tipR«li>n, lyii hr nttfiari 9ioii J«,JuUu ril io^iivai (v. 3S), It u nore 
•ujr, bawvyR, lo unilonund llii* diHicully, tluui thM be •homld llitiik (S. ISi f.) Ui>t 
dlMVOTM iMtlcr ininKluctd in l.aka (lii. 1H)> Vot boi*, IwIithid ihg |-mnliui; pt«pcs]> 
tloa, (bst ohuMiBwr iIdum* tlio Son «f mas btfui* mm, aball Iw dntitd biiart ibi sagd* 
oftiod, md tbaoBa taiiiMMion, tbecatremniixIoBii Ihu tin npraHlon dpvcMot rtw 
iiUii rrt d»4puinv biBDfcht CO flu «tUM^ fMoOMlMa tfaa iiwdt rinfo (^ le]«v Td>> sAv nt 
^iffiwiwn. One ftimt of tliU la that telwcca Uie laltM pamtise and the tuaxMkg d>» 
lanUan, Uiat ttw nua^aaary wMibwuiiM Iw gtvco la tin dl>cipl«, ahcn tnforc tfattKlrtb 
nal, l>7 Ihe nvifin ajta¥, Iks nnni-'xUin imakiu Jtut at •iipatkiAll}' in tlw eipnaubM 
Hrri/it ajmf, Wbat luilvol in .Msilliirw (v. ^ — ill}, kid taan partly ^vra alnudir is 
Lha Hnnud on llif ninuiil, but (Mud* Um In ■ IwUai cbBDuIm) than 6dll«irniKhcc b 
«illjuj[ la admit. 

t Lnk* lualta Ihe demand tt a al^ Mltnr I»iiiii1litatj on IIm aecBtMiao, and llwa 

£nt la Hcnulcin the aiuHcn ot Juiu to |y»ibi TU« rqunHnuilon modnn crliklraB 
Ida la lit (kr man prokabla Ibiu llial ot Uatlhei'', vim {Ite* Hnl Uie a«u-ulloD anil h* 
anmi, then Uia Acinand of a aiipi ami tu nfiual ; and Ihia JiidcmmC la eroundnl 
M lb* ditttnlty cf iiiijiiiinK. (bM oner Jcaut had i^tnn a autllclinittjt kaij; a»>c« 
(0 Uw BctwMloD, lha trirj aama paopla vbo had mged II mwM uUI darnand • aim 
, (ScfalcIarmadHr, ft IIS ; Schnadicnbaigtr, Obar drcm Ifnpnine, S, M t) Out en tba 
r Mku band, ia b oqaiD/ iaipntatit* lliu imu, »t\rt havlag aoiM time a^ daUnnd a 
I fMcibla daKoan* on lb* luon faapatlaal point, tba BoeuatiMi onocanring Baibtfeab, anU 
> awn aflai an intanafXinii winck had lad bim la a lolaHj ImlRvanL dadaralJoB (t^ka li, 
37 t,}, aliuuld reran Id tlw tot inifortaiil poinl, aaimlj, lha doiuiid ot m aiipi. Tb* dib 
OMna oa Uw diparlofa aad Man of the uarlran tpiriu ia in Manhv* (r, HI — 15) an- 
nexed U liwNptjr «f J«D» lo lUi demand i tmt ia Luk«{El.21 A) il bHowa lb* aaarn* 
, lb tba ImpuuilMi ti a fcasoo allh Beolielnib, and tbla amy at IbM teia to la • ••#• 
I anltaUa anaBftuMnt, But oa a dnac* axaininallon, II «UI appMT Tor; liB|tt«tMl>la that 
I JaaaaalMuUcDailBfcadtbnni,aiaeli>d tmn him bjbia esatniia, aStb ao caluiliul pwlj 
I Ibawati ai ] ■ Aacoan*, ablih auppow* an Badicnca, if nnl bmunbly |iropnun«ed, al 
halt opiD to ■ful/ncUui : and It uUI be found ilul lidrr a^aiu llvn ix ao funhut oia- 
Btska than Ibal lath dlarouna trtat tt tbc i'ipuIiii<D of df^miM. Br iki, un^fU fcatiira 
•f rWMnblaiKa. Iht writavar IbolbM s«pH wnaW l* aanr Ika oawkaiiaa bataws tba 
hisair la lb* afl-naoMd arrniarti*. ud thai lo ihe davand tl a tin, wUdk a wu w U iw 
amt d— aai^aa th* Kruicaat fnafaof ibi maleTvltal Hnhallcf afibaaiifmlMor iemt, 
■Mtt w bava baa aaaodatnl liy irsdiliun. 'lli* lint «vanc«ltit reOalnnl from iJkll vl» 
iMtra, aad »— »» I llM diK«ur>* on lha rrtani tt lbs undaan aplrit, irbidi waa lugsaalad 
bjr Ifaa tai^don owl oo Ibo oxpalalaa of damoaa by Jaau, aalil ha had uM— lalriHiUbt 
aaama tj wbick Jaana larrtaa Iba dnoaod af a tit[a. 
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above cluirgc ; lie ^as nUo nnollicr, after the .tccotid footling of ibo 
mullitmli- (xvi. 1 flT.), and tliU second dcnmiid Alnrlc also bns (viii. 
1 1 (.), wliilc lie omits lliu tiMt. Here llw I'lian.*i>cj« omc (o Jesus 
(ftcoonling to Iklatlhtiw, in the unlikely coin[)uniotislii|i of >Siiildiicecs). 
utid Icmpt him by nxking for a si^n /win heavett, aijiieJoi' U -rob 
tApavoii. To thin JcMiis gives nn answer, of wliicli the ooiiduding pro- 
position, a v'iciutl and aduUerout fjeneralion tecknth nfUra sign; 
and there »AaH no sign de given unto it, buC On tiffn o/ the pr^tHiA 
Jonas, yevei nottipi Kai ftoixaXt^ aijiit'tot' hnfijTil, no) arj/ieiov ov io- 
Or/^tfiu ovrg. *i 1'^ tJ o'liie-iov 'lui'd rot -rrpmfn'irw, in Matthew, agrees 
word fur word with the opening of the earlier refuaid. It ia already 
improbable enough, that Jcsua should liavc twice responded to the 
above requisition with the same enigmatical reference to Jonah ; bat 
the WOtda (v. 2, 3) which, in the accoml passage of Matthew, pntcodfl 
the sentence last quoted, arc totally luiintelligiblc For why Jcaoa, 
in reply to tbc demand of liis enemies that lie would show them a 
Bign uom heaven, should tell them ihnt ihcy were uidecd well versed 
ia tlic natural signs of the heavens, but were so much the more gUiv 
ingly ignorant ol the spiritual signs of the messianic times, is ao far 
fiom evident, tliat the otherwise unfounded omission of v. 2 and 3, 
seems to have arisen from desj^wir of linding any connexion for 
them.* Luke, who aluo has, (xii. 44 f.), in words only partly varied, 
this reproneli of Jesus that his cotcmporaries undiTstood better the 
Bis;na of the weather than of the times, givci it aiiothifr position, 
wnicli might bo regarded as the itrcferabic one ; ttince afk-r t<j)eaking 
of the lire wliich ho was to kindle, and the divuiion.i whidi lie was 
to cause, Jesus might very aptly say to the jwople: You take no 
notice of the uimuBlnkeablo prognostics of this great revolution 
which is being pi-eparcd by my means, so ill do you iinderjttnud tlie 
signs of the Imies.t But on a closer examination, Luke's arrangi^ 
mcnt npiKrara juat as abnipt here, as in the case of ihc two piuahTes 
(xiii. IHJ.J It' from hence we turn again to Slattlieiv, we easily see 
how he was led to liis mode of rcpresaitatiou. He may have bc«n 
induced to double the demand of a sign, by the %-erbal variation 
which he met will), the required sign being at one time called simply 
a otjfit:iov. at anotlicr a miptlov Ik tov ovpavmi. And if he knew itiat 
JcsuB bad exhorted the JewH to stmly the signs of the limes, as 
they had hitherto studied the n|ipeiiiiinoe of the hcavois, tlic con- 
jecture n'as not very remote, tlnit the Jews had given occasion for 
t this admonition by demanding a aign fi-oni heaven, otijuHov it r«& 
oiipavov. Tims Matthew here prescjits us, as tjiike ofieii does else- 
where, with a fictitious introduction to a di.tcourse of Jcsuj* ; a proof 
of the proposition, advanced indwd, but loo Utile regardetl by Sief- 
fert:S tliat it is in the nature of traditional i-c<:ords, audi n.t tW tlirco 
first gospels, that one particular should bo best preserved in this 

* Vld. Ut>wl»i)i, Cuuiin. criL iu I11& 
t C<ini[>. Hi^blvii-nnlclirr, S. ^W t 
I Wrllr. rX'S- Hnudliuch, i. S. laS. 
} U*tn<r <ltn L'npr. !l I Id. 
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narrative, unothor in tLiit ; so tltat first one. and then Uio olher, is 
at a (liiniUdiitngt;, in conipaiigoti vitli the rest. 



f 86. Tisrr optiie motiikk axd ohkthiiiils of JE8t<s — tue woxan 

WUO l-]£uXOi;.N'CI3 Till: Mul'UtE Or JESUS BLESSED. 

All (lie s^optists mention a viNtl of ttie nioUier nnd I>retlLrGn 
of Jesus, on being apprised of wliicli JesiLi poinU to liIs disciples, 
and declaim tliat ibo/ wlio do tlio will of God aro iii^ iiiotlicr and 
i ilia brclluvn (Malt. xix. 4U if. ; Mark iiL 31 ff. ; Luke viil 10 ff.>. 
Matthew and Luke do not tell ua the object of tltij viKit, nor, con- 
8oquentlf , whether tliis declaration of Jesuit, which ap])eunt to imply 
a cusowning of Iiis rolatircit, was occasioned hy anv »|)eciul circum- 
stance. On this subject Mark gi^-ea us unexpectea iiiformulton : he 
tolls oa (v. 21) that wltile Jesus wus teaehinE anions a concourw of 
people, who even prevented liirn from taking food, bis roIulive», 
naocx the idea that itc was bcaiJo hiinself, went out to seize him, 
and take liim into the keeping of liis family,* In describing ihU in- 
cident, tlic evangelist makes use of the expi-ession, fAryw ^t i^or^, 
{l/u:y saul, Ae w icaidi himsfif}, and it was merely litis expression, 
aupnrently, tltat eoggeslcd to him wliat lie next proceeds to narrate: 
Ot y(>afifutni^ i^vv, 5t( ltre>4tiiuvX Ixet «. r. X. {the gcriiet mid, he 
hatA JiisiUehub, Ac, comji. John x. 20). With this reproaeli, which 
tiou-ever, he does not atincli to an expiili*ion of deinonx, he connects 
llie answer of Jesus ; he then recurs lo ll»c relatives, whom he now 
parlicuhiiizcs as the mother and brethren' of Jcttus, )iii[i[X»ifi»g litem 
to have arrived in tlie meantime; and he makes tlM-ir announcement 
cal! forth from Jesus the answer of which we iiavc above jijiokeiL. 

Them; porticalan imi«rtcd by )Iark arc vc^ welcome to coiu- 
mcutaton*, as a means of cxpliiining and justifying ihu apjKuent 
luunlineits of the answer wliich Jc«U9 returns to tlio announcement 
of his ncnrc^t relatives, on tlte ground of the jiervcrlcd object of 
their visit. But, apart from the difficulty tliat, on the usual inter- 
pretation of the accounts of the eliildbood of Jesua, it ia not to be 
ex]ilaine(I how his mother could, after the events therein described, 
bo thus luislaken in her son, it is very questionable whether we ought 
lo accept this infonnation of Uark'a. In the first place, it is aae»- 
ciatetl witit t}ic obvious cta^eralion, tliat Jc«us and his diacEples 
were [wevented even from takjiig food by llic llirong of people ; and 
in llie second place, i( lias in ilwlf a einnge np|>eamucG, from its 
want of irlalioii to tlic context. If ttiese |x^iiii:t are conudcrcd, 
■t will wareciy be j>ossible to avoid agreeing with ilw opinion of 
KchlcicrmaclRT, that no explanation ot the tlK-n existing relations 
of Jesus with his family is to be sought in this nUditiou; that it 
rather belongs to those cxnggentions lo which Mark is so prone, as 
well in his introductions to isolated incidvnls, as in hi;# general stato> 

* Furib pittir<<ib'u lB(trprt<«lloa, hc FtiUKlw, camia. la Uuc [^KC 
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menta.* He wished to make it andcrslooJ why J«iw relanwd lut 
uiigi-acioua anawer to the annooncemout of his rclalivo^; lor tliift 
imq>o3o he thoiiglit it neccMmry to give ihcii- visit an object of 
which Je5us (lid not approve, atnl as he kiicvi- tli.tt the PliarieceS' 
had |)iY>iioiuicci1 him to be tiiidct- the intlucncc of Bwlncbub, he at- 
trilniteJ n .liiiiilar opinimi to iiln tvLiiivos. 

If we lay aside l)iiH addii ion of Murk's, tlic compaiisoii of the 
ihrfe viTv .liniilar narrallvos pre»i^iit!* no veaiilt aa il regards their 
imiller;! hut then.- in u striking difference between the connexions 
in w)iti;h tlie ev«iigvli»U [>IiK:c the event. Matthew and Btaifc 
in^crl il afmr tlic dt-fencc against the suspicion of diabolical ai<(. and 
before llie piirable of tlic sower, wliercaa Luke inalce« tlic visit 
coniiidembly prior to that imputation, and pinccs the ]<arable even 
before the vigit. It is worthy of notice, however, llial Luke has, 
after the ddriicc against llic accusation of a kagiicwilb BoelzobMb, 
in tlie jKisilioii wliicli the two other evangelists give to llie visit of 
the relatives of .lejns, An incident which issues in a dcelamtton, 
jirociscly eimilar to that ivhich the announcement calls fortli. Alter 
tlie icfotation of Ihe J*hairi«aic reproach, and the discouTsc on tho 
return of the uneleaii spirit, a woman in the crowtl is Idled with 
admiration, and ]>rononncea the mother of Jean blcsaed, on whicl) 
Jesus, aa before on the announecnicnt of liirt mother, repbcs; Yisat 
n>tht:r Hettseti are thf.tj who hmr (/f. woM of Ood <%iui kap it /J ' 
8cbleiermacher here again prctcrs the account of Luke: he thinks 
t]ii» little digression on the e.xclamalion of the woinnn, cspeeidly 
evinces a fresh and lively i-ccoUection, which has inserted it in ila 
real place and cinrunistanccs ; whereas Slattlicw, confounding tho 
Dikswcr of Jesus to tlic cJucuUtion of the woman, niih the very 
iiimlhir one to ihe announcement of hia relatives, gives lo the latter 
the place of ibc tbrincr, and thu.t pa^Mca over (be iteene with tlic 
woman.! But how the ivonian cotild feet hcnfclf hurried away into 
»o enlhusia«tic an exclamation, prwi^ely on hearing fhe ab&truso 
discoiu'ae on the return of ihe expelled dfiiion>s or even the foregouig 
rcprehciiaive TCjiiy U> ihe Pharisees, it is diflicult to unJeraland, and 
the contrary conjectuw to thai of Sclileienn.-icher might ralher Ijc 
catabliatied ; namely, tliat in the place of the announcement of tho 
relati\'Ca, the writer of the ihitd gos{>el inserted the scene willi the 

■ UFlwr inn laikat, S. i:;l. f Si'liuitlinilursvr, (DImf itt>n Unpr. !). At), dnda m 
■Tlrmpt ai itriiiiiiiilc (Ifi'i-I in (hn tint nf, txii. Vm Itnivaf T^ X'^P'^ ^ ISttthtw, M onn-J 
pared wllb Uk tlirw aii-\ irifii^uVKVUvoc itwA^ of Mark. 'Ihit i* * njnark«l,lp pnMr><F' 
llw partial Boumcn v liinh pUyt to ilbtlD|iiUb*d a purl In Ihr iltiiilranUi|;o of JliiLili^w in 
Btodem cTlltdfiu. For nho ijota not MB thil If HaUlicu had liKav, It juulil tr iiuiiit-Dml 
affldnj Uit prooftllial l>U D«nalli-c Is •raniinjc la dmniolic Ufa? A> far Ibc vonlthrmaf 
T^ XiipOt then i> nothlni; U be •liKutcntl la Uimii nbi<h niiilil icWr in IbMn ainn Ibnii 
lu ilio KtOi^JfViymiOf of mark. Ibc iUiii|i of *rlilli-ialily ; hy ni'ight ** vriU itltlliutp ilic 
Uilcr (XprcHini lo Mark't druutr di>n>wn>il rnn.lnco for dvirrlliliii; iIif id Ion of lbs 
tytt, lad cMUoqunntljr tthiirI U uk an Dildiliun <ir lili tiim. 

t Antoar lo Ihv •minuo»mrnt, rlii. a I i An»iir Vi \Uf woman, »i, !S; /avobv]* 

f4nn) (<•(■ not uilf J^I fioil oirvi tietv •>! rflv ^uiufiuu {«■- oi>x 4 ityrijrt iiai\ iW) ul maia/- 
M)W "* *wS utiiiiTif ml ^(lloi^Ttt ci-rm: nt riv iJvir ru* Ortii ml fiiUoetn-rt oMk ! 

I Uiiuii. ». ITT t. 
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woniAn, from its having a like tcniiinalion. The evangelical tra- 
dition, aa wc eca from Slatthew and Mark, wbclltcr from liisiorical 
or mcrtly aori dental motives, liad aasociatcd the above visit and the 
sa^'iiig about Iho i<|)iritiuil relalivoA, wtlh (lie diiiootirsc of Jcsua on 
the accuKitioii of a league with Ikclxcbub, and on tlie rttum of ibc 
unclean s^iirit ; aiul Luke. aUo, when ho came to tlic conclusion of 
tltat dt^cutirjic was ivminded of llie anecdote of llic viait and its 

Kint — the extolling of a K{>iritun) rel£tion:*bip to Jcsua. Bat he 
i\ alrofttlv nioiilioniHi the visit;* he thertfore seised on the scene 
with llie woman, which pnMcnted a fiimiliir temiitmlion. From the 
Blrong pwi'mlilanw Iwlwocn the two anixflotcs, I win scarcely believe 
that llioy arc fbmidcd on two really dietinct incident?; ralticr, il is 
more likely that the memorable declaration of Jcjus, that he pre- 
ferrod liia spiritual before hia bodilv relatives, bad in ibn legend 
loceived two diflerent settings or tramca. According to one, it 
seemed the most nalural that Buch a deprrciaiion of lus kindred 
should be united with an actual rejection of them ; to anollicr, tliat 
the exaltation of tho.te who were apiritually near 1o him, ahonid be 
odied forth by a blciMng pronounced on those who were neamst to 
hiui in Ilic flcsli. Of these two forms of the legend, Mntihcw and 
&[ark give oidy the (imt : Luke, however, luid alraady dis|M>scd of 
ibis on an earlier ovca:<ii>n ; when, therefore^ he came to lite passaeo 
where, in the common cvaiigelioai Irndilioti, tlial anecdote OCCnilMi 
be was indueod to supply its place by tlic second fonn. 



§ 87. coNTExnoxa,ix>K pue-euixencb amoxq tub disciples. 

TUB IJ3VK OF JKMiK FOK CUILt>IIHK. 

The tbiTC 6rst evangelists narrate several contentions ibr pre- 
eminence which arose among the disciples, with the manner in 
which .Feau-t comjM^ed thcBc ditfcrenccs. One snch contention, 
which is said to have ari^n among the di^ciple^ alVer tlic trans- 
figuration, and the tii-et pieilicliun of the |iaK»ioii, i* oominon to all 
tbe g08|>els ()Ialt. xviit. 1 IT. ; Mark tx. 33 ff. ; Luke ix. 46 tC). 
Tlicrc are indeed diver^gencies in llie nitrrati^ c», but the identity of 
the incident on which they are tbuiidcd is attested by tlic fact, tliat 
in nil of llicm, Je^us sets a htllc- child before his disciples m an 
cxani]Je: a scene which, as Sclileicrninchcr ivmarks,! would banlly 
be repeated. Slatihew and Kaxk concur in mentioning a ditiputo 
about prc<eu]tiicnoc which was excited by the two aons of Zebedec. 
lliCM dUdples (aecording to Mark), or their moilicr for tliem 
{acconltiig Id Matthew), («1ilioned for the two ftrat place* next to 

* 1^1 « k)(li dccUid ik> tvmi^ti tn |dM* tlw ibit itUr Ibt fonijl* tt lb* Mour, 
■a* prolMUf aal, u Scbbitnudwt tUuki, > nal cbroiolaKlM) wamxlc*. 0« llMoaa- 
uuy, «B tast^iM th« watt diaraeiarliilc ot hu amoffrntot. In tb> Inoatiloa tnm iIm 
oiulBdias *rBlMK« i* tlw (ifilaattiaa oTlbo parslde: tkfe art lAij nAu luiri^ lumrJ Ikt 
■Mrd^icip il, aiHliriij/frClVnKl mVJt ^ftnrt, to the rtnilUr aiprtsuuii ut J>aiu «■ tb* 
«raut«B «f tU vi,i1 : OoM Ja hotr Htuori ^ Gud mJ Jr it. 
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Jesua in tho niesaiAnJo kingdom (Matt. xx. 20 ff. ; ilark x. 35 f£).* 
Of such a request on tlio part of tlie aons of /cbeclce, ihc iturd 
e>'aiig<^Iist ktiows nothing ; but ajwrt from thb occniiion, there ia a 
furllicr contcnlion for jire-cmincnce, on u-lii<-h <Uftcouraoa are uttered, 
siinilar to ihojc which the two lii'st evangcli.*i!> have connected ivith 
the above ]>crition. At the hut supper of whii-h Jcdili [larlook m\h 
Iii.t dLnciplcii before \ih pattaion, Liikc rnakea tlic hitter fall into s 
it^i-oyuKla (ili^»iiii) wliich nmong' them !tha]I bo tho greatest ; a 
dupute which Jesus seckA to quell by tlic aanie reasons, and partly 
willi tho same vrord.4, lh.it Mnttliew and Aiark sivc in connftxioa 
with the iyantitT^u: {indignation), vxeited in tho aiscijiJoa gcn«raU7 
by tho requiMt of tfie sons of Zt-bodeo. Luke hero reproJucca n 
aciitciice which lie, in coinuion wilh Mark, liud provioualy givcu 
almOflt in the wine fono, a» accorn])unyIitg tlic prei«enlation Ol tl>e 
child ; and ivhich Slalthew lia.«, not only on the occiifiion of Salome's 
prayer, but al:4i> in th(^ gn^nt unli-phuri.'iaic dUcour^e (eonip. Luke 
xxii. 2t>; Mark tx. 3^; Luke ix. 48; ?hlatl. xx. 2(j L, xxiii. 11^ 
llowcier civdiblc it niny be that with the worldly messianic hopca 
of tlie diHciplvA, J(^tui« should often have to siippre.t.4 ili!i]>ulca among 
tliem on the .tuljcct of their future rank in llie Mciwiah's kingdom, 
it is by no means proljable that, for example, tlin sciilonce, vTho- 
eoetvr will l/e yreiit amony yoK, Ul him be the servant of alt .' 
siiould bi- sjwkeii, IhI, on the presentation of tho cliild ; 2naly, in 
connexion uitli tiic prayer of the mm of Zebedee; 3rdly, in the 
Biiti-phnrisiiic iliscotirsc, tind -Itlily, at iho last supper. There is 
here obviously a traditional confiiBion, whether it bo (ns Sleffcrt In 
such ca.'u>4 is fond of supposing) that several originally distnict 
OCCUTTCiices have been nssimilntcd by the legend, i. C. the sante 
discourae erroneously repented on various occtisions ; or that out of 
one incidotil the legend has nmdc many, i. c. has invented various 
OCcaiiionH for the same discourse. Our decision between tliem two 
paisibililies nmst depend on the answer to the following question: 
J lave the various facts, to which tho analogous discourses on hu- 
mility are at Inched, (he dciicndcnt appearance of mere fmmcs to the 
diiteoune:', or the independent one of occunx-nccs tliat carry llicir 
trutli and signilicancc in themselves. 

It will not be denied tliat the iKlition of the sons of Zobcdce, 
ia in itself loo specitie and reinarknhtc to be a nifm biickgroun<l to 
the ensuing discourse; and the same judgment must be passed on 
tho scene witli the child : so that we have already two cases of coiw 

* SchuU. (Uli«r du AlM'iiiliiiBhl K a?l)) tpBtVt cuiuiiiunll.r ulib llia toiio cf Uui 
n«nl crlllvUm on Usttlitvr wlim bg iiMirU, ihul Iid Am not iluulit fvr a tairmmt thai 
trcty otifrprini nnitur Will, <ri/fiml HriitciinH, pnTcr din n-iinunUlimi of iittk, who 
wlOuiui nicniioiiliiii lli<> matlKir, (nnflnn Ibo ivhair inmUL-lion ta leva* *lii] Ui« lirn apMI- 
Iri. Uiii (o (■( ■! )iMlnrl(4] piolwlilJIly i> cann'miNl, I woiiM ank, whj iliaiiM nnl ■ 
•ruuiaii, kIid hii odc of ihr rciniilc com pan I on, ot .l«ui (.Mill. nvU. r.S), hare n-nlutod 
uii nucli a jii'dlloo? A, n7|;anli pa^cbulaftluil pmt.iil-llilv. the >i'ntl!iieni of Ihr i!iurcli, 
ill (Iir clioiiv of the piuigg fur ScJsmiK'ailaj, hB> iiniall; iK'ui'leiJ In faVLiiii grMilIhcir ; 
for n ulmin ■ iinjci, uUtrcA on Uia apur or Ibn nioiiifiit. It Juat ill ihntiu-Irr yiilit m 
wmaii, and niore f»|wciaTlT a niol1i«r dvvoBnl to hfr tuiUL 
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tention for prc-vmiiK'ncc flui>H8ling in thcmpclvcs. If wc wonM 
Bsaign to viu-li of thc«c occurrcncca its nuproiirinte discourse^ the 
dccUiRtiotis which Mnttlicw connects with ihc )<n-»-nlalion of the 
child: Vnlemye fn-^nnf fut/dtefiiUI, «tr,. wid. Wftotoetxr shall 
h\inM< AiiMvlj as Mw cAU<l, tCv., cviilcnlly belong to this occasion. 
On the other hnnil, the scnicnccv on ruling ami M^rving in the world 
and in Ihc kingdom of Je«iis, iw«in lo be u |M--rfi;i.-tly enilnblc com- 
ment on llie [ictition of the sons of Zebeilee, with which Maltltew 
HMOciatC* them: also lli<> Mying nlwut the first iintl the Iiwl, the 
greatest anil tlii> least, which Mark anci [^ke give ft early as at 
the scene with the child, ^Inllhow i<eeins rlglilly to lxn\K reserved 
fiir the sociie with the »cm» of Zebcdce. It is otherwise with the 
contention s[)oken of by Luke (xxti. 24 fT.), This contention origi- 
nates in no )>arlicuhtr ocoision, nor docs it issue in any strongly 
marked scene, funless we clioosc to insert liew (!»: wn^thing of the 
d!«cipk«' feet, cl«»eribcd by John, who, for the resl, menlioiM no 
diii|i4ite ; — of which scewe^ however, we cannot treat iintil we come 
to tlic hi.tlory nf the I'ajtsion.) 4.)n tlie contrary, thLi contention U 
ushered in merely by tlic worn*, iyivcfoii jcot ^}.0TttKittiv ovrolc, — 
nearly the aaine by which tlie fir»t contention is introduced, ix. 46,— 
and leads to a diiwoursc from Jesus, whieli, as wi! liave already no- 
ticed, Matthew and Mark re[irr«'nt him to have delivered in con- 
nexion with ttte earlier tnstaiieea of rivalry; ho llial llib paftsagc of 
Luke liAH nothing {Mx-uliurly its own, beyond its position, at llt« la^t 
supjkcr. 'i'hid |i03iliuii, however, is not very se<:ure ; for that iin- 
luedialcly after ilie diKOOursc on the betniyer, w> huniiltaling to the 
disciples, pride should #o stron^y have taken posseosion of ihein, 
is as dilKi-ult to believe^ as it is easy to discover, by a conipari«on 
rOf V. 23 and 24, how ilto writer might be led, without historical 
grounds, to insert here a coutenlion lor pr^^tniiicnw- It i* clear 
llkat iImj words ««1 ourol i^^iavnt oi^i'ipeiv rrphf iavroiii, rb. ri^Jpail^ 
i^avrwvit roirro/uXkuiv npiaottv; anggeslcd lolitm l)i« similar ones, 
i^it-ero H xal ^Xovujutt iv ovrolf, i^T/f avruv 6omtl ilvat fiet^av • 
tlwt ia. the di^piilca about the bctrmycr cnllM to liis rcnienibrance 
I the di^jHitcji about piT-omiiicncc. One siirh dispute indeed, he had 
'already mentioned, but had only conncctci with it, one sentence 
excepted, tlic discountea occasioned by the exhibition of the child; 
bo had yet in teaerve tI>o$o wlucb the two iirsi c^'angeliata attach 
to tbc petition of the sons of Zebcdce. an occasion which seenia not 
to havo been present lo the mind of the third evangelist, whence lie 
L introduces the diiKourscs pertaining to it herewith the general atale- 
'nenl that they <«iginated in a contention for prw-cniinenc«, which 
IjTokc out among ihe diseiplesi. Klcanwhih: the chronological poaition, 
alao, of the two tirsl-nantcd disputes about lank, Itas venr little 
probabibty; for in both instances, it b after a urediction of the naa- 
aJon, which, like the prediction oif the betrayal, would seem calcu- 
lated to suppress such thougfits of earthly ambition.* We therefore 
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welcome t1i<; indication wliidi the erjingcUcnl nnTmlivcilscIf presents, 
of the manner in wliicli llic nnrrnlon were M uuhislorically to such 
an arrangt-nK-tit. In the imswi-r of Je^us to th« [>mj'cr oi Snloinc, 
the snttcnl j>oiut n»K llu' t<ut)Vrin<; tlint awaiteil him and his dU- 
etplc8i hencv by (he ino^l natnml u»Aoinalion of idi.-iis, the ambition 
of lliv two disciplo.t, the antidote to which wns the annoanootneot 
of approaching trial, wiut connected with ihv prediction of tlic pAs- 
flioii. Again, on the first ccrasioii of rivalry, the preceding predielion 
of the poMiion leads in Mark and Luke to tlic observation, tlint tin 
disciples did not uuderalund iUv. words of Je«us, and yet feared to 
ask liiiii coiiccming them, whonte it may be iiifcjTed that ihcy de- 
bated and <risj>ute(i oil the subject among thcms^vcs; licrc, then, 
tlte association of ideaK caused the cvangtdisis 1o introduce the con- 
tention for pre-<'[ni»ence, aliio carried on in the absenca of •Tcbus. 
Tliis exi)lnniition i-* not apidii-jible to tlic narmttvo of Mallhcw, for 
there, between the iHrvdiclion of the jMSsion and the dispute of tite 
disciples, the niiecdote of ihfi coin angled for by Peter, intervenes. 
With the above contentions for [>ri>cminenee, another anecdote 
is indirectly connected by nieanK of the child which is put forward 
on one of those occasiona. Children arc brought to Jcsua timt lie 
may bless ihcni ; the dixeiples wish to prevent it, but Jc^us Ajieaks 
the encoumgiiig wordf, Su^cr Utile chthtren to coine unto me, and 
adds (hnt only fur eliildn'Ji, nnd those who resemble diildrcn. is tlic 
kingdom of heaven declined (Slalt. :(ix. 13 ff.; Murk x. 13 AT.; Luke 
xviiL 15 ff.). This narrative lias ntuiiy points of reseniblsncc to that 
of the child placed ui the niidat of the disciples. Istly, in botli, 
JesuB pre.3cii(s children as a model, and declares that only those 
who resemble cliildren can eut«r the kiiigiluni of God; 2iidlv, in 
both, the disciples appear in the light of opjKisiiion to children ;'and, 
i^rdly, in both, Mark says, that JosuB took the childrcn in his arms 
ift-a-vKaMadiitto^,^ If these points of rcHcinbhince bo eatecmed ade- 
quate ^ound for reducuig the two narratives to one, the latter must, 
beyond idl riueation, be rclaincd as the ncai-cst to truth, becanxv tlic 
Baying of Je^ts, SuJ\t littte chiltlnn tf-r. wliich, from iis rvtttining 
ihig original form in all the narraliics, iH.vir^ the atanip of gvnultio- 
«««#, could Bcapccly have been uttered on ijic other oecaitJon; whore- 
as, the sentences on cliildrcn as {liUiema of Imniility, ^\tn in 
connection with the contention about rank, might very well Itaro 
been uttered «n<ler the cireunKHlancct above described, in retrospec- 
tive alhuion to previous contentions about rank. Nevertheless, this 
mi^ht ratlier be the pUco for 8Up[H)«ng an aseiiuilalion a\' originally 
diverse occurrences, since it is at least evident, that 5[<irk hoe in- 
serted the expnT<»ii)n (vayKni^tjAfuvo^ in both, ahuply on account of 
the rcscniblancv between the two scenes. 

S 88. TlIK ItlltKlCATIOS OF TItK TKMfU;. 

JmtUt, during bis first residence in Jerusnlein, according to John 
fiL 14 ff.), sccoriling to the synoptisW, duiing hU k»t (Suit. xxL 
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12 ff. paraU.^ nnJeiKKik tlic piirifioation of iKe teinpV. Tl«* nncipnl 
coin mo II (atom thoiiglil, and niiiny moikri) oitiM Dlill lliink,.* riint 
them: w«re separate eveiil-^, Miwciallv n*, Wyulejt tJic. r^hronologira) 
difference, there U Aomc ilivprgi'iicy Wtwceii the llirep firni cvaiige- 
liats and llic foiiitli in ihoir parliculam. \^^lilef namely, the former, 
in relation lo the conduct of •Tcj>u«, merely Rpeak in general terms 
of an expulsion iii(Sdi^iv, John navA lluU na made a aemtiye of 
*maU eortU 4vm)-jaAmn* U iT.toii-(Mi', for tliin piqmfte: again, whue 
accoidir^ to tl»e former, he trvitts all the MiUont alike, he appears, 
according lo Joltn, to make some distinction, and to use tlie aellera 
of doreji aoRKwIint more mildly; moreover, Jolin doe« not xay tliat 
he dim'o out the Ixivcte, nt well ii» the aellern. There \* also a dil- 
ferenoe as to the lunguagc uiwd by Jesus on the oc<:asion; in ihe 
synoptical co«ik-1s it is given tii the form of an exact (luolalioii 
aom iho Old Te^tnnient ; in John, nioi^ly a:* a free alluiiion. But, 
above all, iIiojy! is a difference as to the result : in the fourth gospel, 
Jesus ia imrooltntely called to account ; in tho avooptical gospels, 
wc read nothing of this, and according to ihcm. it ia not until the 
fijJlovii^ day thiit ilie Jewii^li anthoriticA put to .Tcsus a question, 
which accBis to have irlerence to Iho purification of llic temple 
()Iatt. xxi. 23 ff.), nud to which Jeans replies quite otl>crwi«c than 
to the rcmonittraucu in the fourth go«i>el. To cxpLiin the repetition 
of such a nieii«tire, it is remnrknl tital the abuse tvas ])ot likely lo 
ccAso on the lirsl expulsion, and lluit on e\-cry terival of It, Jesua 
would frt-i liiiiiself anew called on to tiilerfi-jo: tliat, moreover, tlte 
temple piiriticntion in John ts indicated to be an earlier event than 
ihiki in the synoptical gospels, by tlie circuntstaitce, tliat the fourth 
cvaiigcJi.ti represents Jc«na as being immediately called to account, 
while luA impunity in t]>e oilier case appears a natural oonsequeDee 
of lltc heightened consideration which Ite liad in tlie uKantimc woo. 
Mut allowing lo tliesc divergencies iheir full weight, the a^rce« 
nient between the two narratives [iieiionderatea. Wc have in bolh 
ihe same abuse, the same violent mode of cheeking it, by ecutiny out 
(iapd;-Miv) the ix-opk', and ovtrlftrot/^ing {ai-aa^pl^it') tlic tables ; 
nay, virtually, Ine same language in justification of this procMlun;, 
for in John, as well as in the otiier gospels, tJK wofds of Jesus con- 
tain ■ reference, though not a verbally precise one. to Isal Iri. 7; 
Jer. vii. 1 1. These important ppints of^ Teaeinbbincc must at least 
extort such an admi^Kton n* that of Siedlci1,t nanM-ly. (Iiat tlic two 
oceurrcncKV, originidly but lilllc alike, were afuiimlated by iradilion, 
the leaiurcs of the t>w being tnnsfcned to the otitcr. Bat thus mach 
seems dear; ihc syiioptisls know as little of an e^iriicr event of this 
kind, as in fact of an earlier vixit of Jesus to Jenisalem : and the 
fourth evangelist xceius to Itave |i»s:(ed over the purification of tlio 
temple after the U*t entrance of Jci'iis into tlic metropolis, not be* 
cause lie presumed it lo be idi«ady known from tbc other goapeU, 

■ Pialu* ua llialiut, lu %»c; XcMtdw, L. J. Clir., S.38«,Abk f l't4ef 4« 
tti^raajt, & 103 C ' 
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but because lie believed tliat lie must ^vc an cnrlv ^atc to the sole 
feet of tlie kind Kitli which lie wna acquainted. It then each of the 
evangelists knew only of" one jmriticatioii of the temple, wc arc not 
wanuDted cither by the alij-lit divergencies in the de^ciigition of the 
event, or hy the iuijiortani uitli-'rcnce in its chronological poailion, to 
suppose tliat tliero were two: since chronolojjical difTercnces an hy 
no meann rate in tlio gosmls. aiid arc quite natural in writings oi 
traditional origin. It is ihert'foi'O with justice tliat our nioBl modem 
inloriirctcrii have, after the example of sonic older onca, declared 
lhoninolve-3 in favour of the identity of itic two hiKlories.* 

On vrbidi aide lies the error V Wa tuny know iKifordtand bow 
the criliciain of the present day will decide on thi.i qitealion : narooty,> 
in lavour of the fourth gonpoL According to LtttJce, tlic scout^, 
the divemitied treatment of tiie different cmftMcs of tniderjt, the more 
indirect alhoion to tlie Old Testament jui-mige, are iio miiny indiea- 
tioiiH iliiit f !ie writer was an eye and car witnesH of tho stceim Itfl de- 
acribcA ; while aa to chronology, it U well known that thi.-> i.t in no 
degree regarded by (he synoptist.t, hut only by John, whence, ac- 
cording to Sicffertit to surrender Iho narrative of the latter to that 
of the former, would be to mnotince the certain for the uucerlain. 
A» to Juhn'a dnunalie dolaiK we may ninlch than by a purticular 
peculiar to Mark, Ami (Aey would not fuffer thnlanij man ghouid 
carry ani/ vfjitel through the temjiU (v. ItJ), which Ijcside* luui % 
supjKjrl in the Jewish custom wliirh did not permit the court of the 
temple to be made a thoroughfai'c.t If, iieveilhclces, this mrticnUr 
is put to the account of Mark's otbcrwiHC ascertained predifeetion for 
arbitmry cm belli shnK-nt,$ what authorizes us to rcgiud similar ar- 
tistic tonciics from the fourtli evangelist, as nccesBarv proofs of bis 
having been an oyc witiic**? To appeal here to his cliaraetcr of eye 
witness a« a rccogni^ii^l tiicl, || is too glaring a pelitio jjrinvtpH, at 
Icoat in the point of view taken by a comparative criticism, in wbieli 
(lie decision as to whether the artistic details of the fourlli evangelist 
■re men: cmbcllislimcnts, muat depend solely on intriiiiiic probabilitv. 
Although the different treatment of the diftcrent claases of men is in 
itself a probable feature, and the freer allusion to the Old Tealament 
is at least an ijidiifcrcnt one; it is quite otherwise with tlie most 
striking feature iik the nairativo of Jolm. (^gcn has set tho ex- 
ample of objecluig to the twisting and application of the scourge of 
nnall cords, as tar too violent and disorderly a procedure.^ Modem 
interpreters soften tho picture by 8u]>posiiig that Ji-snui used lliA 
sconigo merolr against tlie catlli:)** {& su{i]>o:<itioii, however, on^tosed 
to the test, wliicn reprcaentA alt nrii'ra; a:* being driven out ay tho 
scourge); ycl still they cannot avoid ivrcciviug the u.-w- of a scourge 
at all to be unseemly in a per^^n of tlie dignity of Jcaum, and only 

•l-Oilw, I,&*3aff;i Dl-WoHc. ostg.Han.lM. 1. S, 17t f. ; L 3. S. 40. t Ul 
Mp. S. lOD ; Camp. SdinccliFiiUuri;ni, S. 'JU f. I LiHliiruul, S. KU, fniin llab. Jcrauwtli, 
t *L 3. f LOclw. S, 43^ n l.(i<:kt, H. 437 : ^iiO-rl, R. 1 10. % Cuinw, in Juh. Uiu. 
W, { IT i Opp. 1, p. an, ed. t.oiniDiilui,1i. ** Kuin61. in Iih'. 
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caknUtcd to x^nvate llie nircady tnmuUuary dumetcr of tlic pn> 
ceeditiE.* Tbe tcatura pwailuir to Mark in wiotirabered vrilh no sm-h 
diflicullicx, iiml while it is R-jcclc^. is ttiifi of Jotin to Im* irreivi?(l ? 
Corlmiilv iiol. if vrc can only fin<] nn indkalton in wlint nay \\if 
fonrlli (-vangt'lUt miplit lie led fo llio fnv invention of >iic)i ft jwrti- 
ciibr. Now it \* cvi<l<'ril Ircm tlic qnolntion v. 17, whkti iit ]m.-uliiir 
lo him, tliiit )i(- looked on tlic act of Jveus ns a dcmouiHration of 
holy wail— .1 snliic-icnt temptation to exaggerate the traits of rmI* 
OOBTicsfl in hii) conduct, 

III reUtion to tlic clironologicnl diffcimcr', «p lu-rtl ojdy rcin<-m« 
Icr Ik)w Ihc fourth cvanpcliM antixlntcs thi- iickiiomlfdgincnt of Jc- 
eiLt as tlie Mi^»siidi by tlic disciples, and the conferring of ilit- mmie 
of I'cler on Simon, to he fmxil Irom the common nssumptiun of his 
preeminent chronological accanicy, which is allcecd in favour of his 
poaition of the puritityilion of the temple. For tnis particular case, 
however, it ii< inipoii-iblc to show any reason why the ocenm-nrc in 
queixtion would Ix'llcr *uit the time of the tirst, than of liw ia.ft iwcs- 
over viMlcd hy Jcmih, whereas there tire no slif'ht gronnds for the 
Opposite omiiion. It is tnic that nothing in ifJatioii to chronology is 
to uc fotinaed on the improhability that Jesus should so early Iiavc re- 
fenwl to his death and resurrection, aa lie must have done, according 
to John's iiiter^irctatton of the saying aboat the destruction and r»- 
Imihling of the temple ;t for wc shall see, in the proper pliiee, that 
ihis netcnMicc to tlic th-nth and resurrcclion, on'ca its introduction 
into the declnmtion of Jesus to the evangelist alone. ItuI it is no 
inconsiderable aigument against John's position of the event, that 
Jeituis with hix prudence and tact, would hardly have ventured tlins 
early on so violent aa cxcrdac of liia meaaianic anilwrily.t Kor in 
that first period of bia miniatty bo had not given himself out as the 
Hcniah, aod under any otlicr than mcasianic aulltorily, such a step 
could than scautcly Imve been hazarded ; moreover, lie in the b^ 
ginnin" ralbcr chose to meet his cotemporarics on tiiendly ground. 
and it u therefore lurdly credible that ho should at once, wiiboul 
trying mihU-r mentis, have adopted an appearance ao nntagonisiic. 
lint to (lie bst week of Iiis life such a scene is perfectly suited. 
Tltcii, aOcT his me^Kianic entmncc into Jerusalem, jt was bis direct 
aim in all that he did and said, to assert his mcsaiahship, in dcSaiiee 
of lite oontmdiction of liis enemies ; tbcn, all lay so entirely at slake, 
that notlung more was to be lost by such a stcp^ 

As regards the nature of tlw event, Origcn long ago tliouglit it 
incredible, ibat so girvit a multitude sWuld nave uiiTe»L<itiiigIv 5iil>* 
mittcd to a single ui«n, — one, too. whose claims had cVer liccn ob*ti- 

• BivUl>n»iil*r, rrahaU r 4S- f EoeIWi ComiocMaUni, tn. iMtk*. I, 8. tSS t. 
AIl•^ J En£ Cmnn. *|> t.Ork^ AMvrdlnj: lo Xtmidtf (^. S8T. Adib.), Jtrf. ttur hte 
l*it rnibi MU Into Jcmulcni, ■ih-;n liw (lUhiHluB of tlir pcifn1»<r lu «• Id* •i4c. niiul 
ha*« tlMUMd cnt}- Kt (bBtoHiU t«lal(tr«el*d Into « design (faitasuurnal rorc^iMl 
Una «fMtlng dlMurtancM. Dm be »n«t tqnXtj have ibuuB^ iftk at th* li^nnliVi •* 
•t tlw nd, vf hi* camr, «*4 Ih* (iraraadiAg In tbi lonpl* «m rubn ■ prvMotion af 
cslanuil turn «Emintt binwrir, Uun » mm at U tct hit ova foifamlt. 
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natcly contested : his only icsonrcc in tliia exigency is to suDcal lo 
tlic eiipcrliuinan }>on-i<r of Jesus, by vil'tuc of wnicli Ue wna iiblc sud- 
denly to cstiiiguisli the ^^Talii of hia enemies, or to render it impo- 
tent ; and hence Origen ranks ibis eripulsion sinong tlie grmtcat 
miracles of JesuB.* Jlodem exuosiloin decline the miracTe.t but 
I'anlus is tlio onlv one ninong llicni wbo has Ddci|uutely weij^icd 
Origen's remark, itiat in the ordinary eoiirac of things the multittldo 
vroulil have oppoeicd tiicnisclvee to a single persoD, WhatevLT may 
he snid of the surprise caused by the suddenness of tlio appeararico 
of Jesust (if. as Jolin relates, he made himself a scourge ot cords, he 
would need some time for preparation), of tlic force of light on hia 
sideS (on the side of those whom be attacked, however, there WM 
cstahlialicd usage); or. finally, of llic irresistible impression produced 
by the ])crsonality of Jesus [| (on usurers and cattlo-tlcalcra^-on hnito- 
mcn, as I'aulua ealls themY): still, such a niultilitde, ccrlain a3 it 
might be of ibc protection of tlic piic.illiooil, would not have unro- 
sislingly allowed tlii?msclvOii lo be driven out oi' the temple by a 
single ni.iu. Iknice I'auIus Ls of opinion that a rmiubor of others, 
equally Hc a ndatiiusd by the sacrilegious trutlie. inadfi common cause 
with .tejiuH, and that to their united olrcitglh the buycnt and sellers 
were com))eUed to yield.^ Itut tbi.t iju]i|>o»ition i.t fatiJ to the entire 
incidenl, for it makrjt Jtum ihe ciiu»e (if an 0]>eu tumult ; and it is 
not etLsy either to rceoneJlc thi.-t conduct with \m u^md aversion to 
cvcfy tiling rcvolulioniiry, or 1u explain Ihc omission of his fnemies 
to n»e it as an nccuaalion against him. Fur that tlicy held llicm* 
selves hound in conscience to admit that the conduct of Jesus wu 
juHliliablu in this case, is the leas credible, since, according to a rib* 
binical ttkithority,** the Jews appear lo liavo been so far from taking 
ninbmge at the market in the court of the Gentiles (and lliis is iJl 
wo arc to understand by tlic word Up6i'),tt that the absence of it 
seemed lo them like a melancholy di^.Holation of the IfiiDplc. Accord* 
ing lo ihis, it is not suqmsing tliat Origeit casts a dooDt on the his- 
torical \Tiluc of lliia nan-alive, by the cxpreswon, flye «tt! ovrf) yty£- 
•^J™!. (*y ii really Aajypened), and at mo«t admits that the evaiigo- 
liat, in order lo present an idea ntlegorically, fal ycytvjuUru ovrl' 
XpfioaTorrpiyitariliitsoborfouKd Ifte fonniif an actwd occiimncjiytt 
Itut in order lo conlc~-'t ihc icidiiy of lhi» liislury, in defiance of 
llic sgrecmcnt of nil the four eviingelijtis, the negative grounds 
hitherto adduced must bo aceonded liy satisfac-lor^ posiuvc ones, 
from wlicnco it might bo seen how ilie ])riniitivc Christian legend 
could be led to the invention of such a i^ocne, apart from any his- 
torical foundation. But these uj>peitr lo i>e wanting. l'*or our only 
positive data in rrl.ition to this oecum'ncc are the possiigi-s cik-d by 
the synoptists from Isaiah and Jervmiidi, probibiliiig ihnt the temple 

* Cinini. \a Juli, Tuiii, tO, IG, p. 8S1 C ^1. LgmuiBtUu'h. f I-')'^'"'. <" I"- t t.Uci*, 
a 418. I \\k anil Tlioluck. In loiv | (Hiliauuii, I, & ■»:•. ^ Cvmmi^iit. 4, S lOt. 
** Ilisrot. JoIl lolli. r UL 3, ail, LlKlnrout, (i, til. ft l<i>ck>, Cuimnml. I.S. tlO, 
J[ Ci rap. coin|). linn M'ootiCao, DIm. I. 
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BbouM be made a den of robbers; and tbe pasaoge froni Jlalacbi, iii. 
1 — 3, acajrdjiig to wliich it was expected tJiat in tiic nipaaiaiiic tinicfi 
Jebovah would ^uildeiity come to hU temple, that no one woald stand 
before his appearing, and tbat ti« ivould undertjikc a purifieaiion of 
the jjcople and tlic worship. Certainly tbcae paBsagca eccm to have 
some bearing on (he irrcsiaiible reforming activity of .leRua in the 
temple^ aa described by our e\'angcli3l3 ; bnl lliero is so lililc indi- 
cation tliat they bad reference in particular to the mnrkct in the outer 
court of the temple, that it seems necessary to mpposc an actual op- 
position on tlkc part of Jesus to this abuse, in order to aecoant lor 
llic fulfilment of the above prophecies by him being represented 
under the form of an expulsion of buyers and sellers. 



S Sy. XAERATIVESl OF THF. ANOIXTISO OF JKSl'S III A WOMAS. 

Ax occasion on which Jesus was anointcl by a wahuui as lie sat 
It meat, is mentioned by nil tlic cvangt-lisil.i (Slali. xxvi. G ff.; Mark 
xiv. 3 ff. ; Luke vii. 36 (f. ; Juhn x\i. I ff.), but with some divciv 
geiicies, the most imjiortiint of which lie between Luke and Ihe other 
three, first, as Jo tlic chronology ; Luke [JiKca the incident in the 
earlier pcrioti of the life of Jesuf, before his departure from Galilee, 
while the other three aiisign it to tlw last week of hia hfc ; secondly, 
as to the character of the woman who anoints 3csu9 : she is, aceonl- 
ing to Luke, a KWJntn kAi> iptw a sinner, ywij oitapTia/.bf ■ acconling 
to the two other jiynojitists, a |)cr«oi) of unyullied n-|>ntation ; ac- 
cording to John, iv1k> is more precise, Mary of Itethnny. From tlte 
second pMnI of differcnec it follow*, that in Luke tl>c objection of 
ibo spectators turns on the admission of «o infamotu a peraon, in tlic 
other gO)i| vis, on the wastefulness of the woman; fratn both, it fol- 
lows, that Jesus in his defence dwells, in the former, on the gmtcful 
love of the woman, as contrasted with the hnughly iixlifferciMe of 
the ritarisecs, in the latter, on his ajiproaching (Urjiortute, ui opposi- 
tion to tlie constant presence of lh« {xior. Tlieio are yet the minor 
diflenoccs, iltat tlie pUce in which the entertainment and tbo an- 
ointing occur, is by the two lirst and the fourth crnii^lists eaUed 
Bethany (which according to John xL 1, was « «*¥"! /own), by Lake 
a ■n6i.ii {cUj/), without any niorc preciao dosgnation ; further, that 
the objection, according to the three former, proceeds fironi tho dis- 
Qiiles, according to IjUKO. from the entertainer. Ilencc the majority 
or commeiitalon distinguiiih two anointings, of which one is narrated 
by Luke, tbe other by the three remaining evangelists:.* 

Hot it must be a^kcd. if the reconciliation of Luke wili the other 
three erai^^clisla is deapain>l of. whcllier t)ic agrpcmcnl of tlic Utter 
amongat tfKroselres is so decided, and whether wo must not rather 
pioccod, from the distinction of two aiXMnlinga, to tlw distinction of 

■ TlMp*ya>.*x>rc Hi>llLl.B.ff.7<»i U J. I, a, & EW); TkilMk, LikLa, 
OhkuMS, In IM.: IImc. I. J. }. 9lL Amm. 



440 



THE UFE OP JESDB. 



tlirce, or even four t To four wrlainlj- it will acarceljr extend ; for 
Mark Joes not depart from Matthew, except in a few loucbes of bia 
well-knowTi ilraniaticituinncr; but between tliw« two evangeliata on 
the one ftidc, and .lolm on tlic other, tbcrc arc diHcreiiccs wnicli may 
fairly be compared wilb those bfUveeii Luke and tlw. real. The first 
difiercnco relates to tlic house in nhieli the enlcrtainnieiit is said to 
liavc been given ; aceording to the two first cvangcli«tis il was llie 
liouac of Siniou the leper, a pcreon elsewhere unnoticed ; the fourth 
does not, it U true, cxprcgaly name the boat, but since he mentiona 
Martha as tlic person who waited on the gucfits, and liw brother 
Lazarus as one of those who sat at meat, there ia no doubt tliat he 
mtonded lo indicate the houne of the latter as the locality of ihe \v 
paat.* Neillior is the time of the occurrence precisely the »anie, for 
according to JIatlhew and Mark the scone takes pUcc after the 
solemn entrance of Jcsua into Jerusalem, only two dayg at tiie ut- 
most before the pasBOver ; according to John, on the other hand, 
before the entrance, aa oariy as six days prior to the poiasovej.t 
I'urilicr, the individual whom John slates to be that Maiy of B<^ 
thany so inliiiiakly united to Jcaua, in only known to the two first 
erangelbt^ « a tcniiian, )i'v^ ;f neitlier do tin-y rt^preaont her aa being, 
like Mary, in tlic hoiute, and one of tli« ho«t':t lainily, but aa coming, 
one knowit not wlicnc<% to Jv^u-S whil» lie reclined at table. More- 
over the iur.i of unoiiiling 'y, in the fourth gu»])cl uiiotlicr than in the 
two fintl. Ill the hitlij-, liie woman ]xiur« her oinlniciit of (ipikenaid 
on tlip hojul of JcHiw; in John, on the contrary, Hhciinoinla his feet, 
and drits tlirni wilii !icr Imir,^ a diflercncc which given the wh<^ 
ecrne a m-w cliiirjclcr. Lnstly, the two aynoptisis arc not aware 
tliat it vuA Julian who gave utterance to the censure against the 
woman ; ^latlhew altribuling it tg the disciples, Murk, lo ihc spee- 
laton* generally. S 

Tims l)<:tww;n lh« narrative of John, and iliat of Matthew and 
Mark, thei'C i* ecarerly less dilfcrcncc than lelween tbc account of 
tlicsc three collectively, and that of Luke: whoever supposes twodift* 
lincl occurrences in the one case, niu.-it, tu be ci>iwi*tenl, do so in tbc 
otiicr; and thus, with Orij^n hold, at Iciist condilioiially, that there 
were ihiec separate anointhigs. So Hooti, however. a.i litis conse- 
quence ia more closely examined, it inuul cix-Jiie a dithculty, for liow 
improbable ia it that JesuH Khould have liCun c-xpcnsively nnoininl 
tln-ec times, each time at a ft.'adtl, each tunc by a woman, thut woman 
being always a different one; that moreover Jesus sliould, in well 
instance, have had to defend the act of the woman against the oen> 
sores of the apcctalonslf Above all, how ia it lo be conceived that 
after Jesua, on one and even on two earlier occasion*, had so d«- 

• Thii dlHV'ri'iiM jlriick Origin, who ban gSvtn a crilluil eumpiiriwn nf tl»'u> four 
"■irTMivH, lo «ltlil>, in |>uinl •>( ■<:umcn, thFrg ■> nu |>(riil!u1 iu moro iiiuilFm raiiiimil»> 
Sfu lib 11 J/iiiiA, C^iuncnlanur. Mtriti, U]>|i. (U. Sv lit Kua, S, H, Kl^ O. 
t OriuM"*, ut (nil. 
: IU } Ilk I JU 
f Cump, Scblrierouobtr, Iitnr don LhIeu^ & 1 1 1. 
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cidcdlj- given his sanction to the lionour rendered to him, the dis- 
cIpIcK, 01' one of ihcm, should hitve {lergUtcd in censuring it t' 

These co>)Su?er8tion8 oblige u? to think of rcducliona, and it is 
the most iiAtaral to commeneo with the narratives of the two lirst 
STiiojiliBta and of John, for tiiCM ^lee not only in tlic place, Be- 
thany, but ajso, generally, in the time of the event, the last week 
of the life of Jesua : above all, the eennure and the reply are nearly 
the same on both .liilci. In connexion with theae siniihuilica tlie 
differences lose their imporlancp, jiailly fi-oni the improbalHltty that 
nn incident of tliiH kind should be repeated ; partly trom the proba- 
bility, that in the Iruditionul proiu^tion of the uieodote sueli di- 
reigencieit idtould luive insinuated tlieniselve-i. But if in this case 
the identity of the oociirrenees be udmitted, in consideration of tlie 
aimilaritie^, and in spite of the disjtiitiilurilies; tlien, on the otlicr 
Iiand, tlie divergencies peculiar to the narrative of Luke, can no 
longer hinder ua from pronouncing it to be idctilicul with that of liie 
llirk'^' other evangelists, provided thitt theit! apjieitr to be Oidy a few 
important points of rcBcmblancc between the two. And snch really 
oxwt, for Lulie now strikingly ncconU witlt Slaltliew and Mark, in 
0]>position to John ; now, with tlic latter, in opposition to tho 
former. Luke gtvca the entertainer the same name as the two 
first svno]ilii*ls, nanietv, Simon, the only difference being, thnt ihc 
fonncr calls him a jiAiiriitv, wliilc the latter style him i/ie Irper. 
Acain, Luke agrees wilh the other synoptists in opposition to 
John, in rcpre:iK;iiliiig the woman who anoints Je^ns as a nameless 
individual, not lielonging to the house : and further, in making her 
appear w ith a hox tif mtUrmiU, iXA^aarpov /ii^^cv, while John speaka 
only of ajtovnd of amtt/tetit, /J-rpa fivpw, without ajiccifying the 
vessel. On the other Imnd, Luke coincides ui a renuirkable manner 
wilh John, and dilTcra from the two otlicr cvangelixts, ns to the mode 
of the anointing. While, namely, according to (lie laller, the oint- 
ment u poanxl on tlic head of Jesus, accor«)nig to Luke, the woman, 
wAo wvM a tinner, aa, according to John, Mary, anoinia the feet of 
JeAUs ; and even the striking particuLir, tlml alio dried them wilh 
lier bair,t i« given by botJ> in nearly the wune words ; excepting 
that in Luke, where the woman ix described a» % sinner, it id added 
that she bathe«l the feet of Je^ua wilh her lear», and kissed tliem. 
Thus, without doubt, we liuvc here but one history under tliree 
rorioiu fonns ; and this seems to luive been the real conclusion of 
Origcn, as well as recently of Schlcicrmacher. 

Id tlii« state of tiro case, the effort is to escape as cbc«ply as 
possible, and to save tiK divergencies of Ihc several evaiigclisls at 
least fiom tlic appearance of contradiction. First, with regard to 
the differences between the two tirat evangelists and tltc last, it has 
tccn attempted to reconcile the discrepant dates by the sujipOfilion, 

• (lilKtMi 1*4 SiMiknnMlKr, WInv, K. T. Giuim S. I ID. 
t [jd. vii. »H 1 tnif ihtat l in t ral( John xil.Si IH^tttnUtt'tilvai^ nit 
9rV '« *i#-i4r*tr*rij,«ew Kifcf^TOt 
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(broc or even four ? To fijiir ccrtiiinly it will ecsrccljr extend ; for 
ilAtk (Iocs not (]*pai't friiin Mallhcw, exwijit in a few louche* of his 
wcU-known draiMnlic iiiiiiiiivi; but belwucii lJted£ two cvmicrli^U oil 
ihc one sitlo, and John on tlic other, there are diflercnccs wliich may 
fairly he comjiArcd wilh thow; hflwwii Luku and (ho rest. The firel 
diftcrcncc reliitw lo thv iiousc in \vhi<,'h the fiiti-rtoiunicnt i» ssid lo 
luivc hccn given; iicconling to iho Iwo fiwi evangeliats, it was the 
Itousti of Siitioii lfi<; IcpcT, n pt-rson c-Ucwh<'iv umioiiccd ; the fourth 
doi's not, it ii Irac, cxpri'-ssly name ihe lioftt, htil tuiice he mentions 
Martha nil the person who waited on llie gLKwti', and Iier btxithcr 
Lazarus us one of thoM; who sat at meat, there is no doubt that be 
intended to indicate the houKc of the latter as tlic locality of the lo- 
paflt," Neither is the lime of the occurrence precisely the same, for 
according to Iklatllicw and Mark tlic scene tjdces place after the 
Kolaiin entrance of Jesus into Jerusalem, only two ilnys nt tlio ut- 
most before the passovcr; accoiding to John, on tlic vtlier Iiaud, 
before the entrance as early sa sLx days prior to the {NUMver.t 
l-'urthcr, the indindual whom John slates to be that Jlary of Be- 
tiiany so intimately united to Jesus, is only known (o the two lirst 
evatwclista « a womatt, y»^j) ;t neithcj do they represent her a.* l>eing. 
like Slaty, in the house, and one of the host's family, but a* coming, 
one knows not whence, to Jesus, while he reclined at table. Jloro- 
over the act of anointing Lt in tJie fourth gonjjel another than in the 
two first. In the latter, the woman pi>ui':t her ointment of spikenard 
on the head of Jcsu.^; in John, on llie cotilniry, site anoints his tcct, 
and dries tlicm with licr hair,! a iliftVrcncc wliich givea the whole 
scene a new ehantctei'. I^i^ily, the tno synopti.tts are not aware 
that it was Judas who gave utterance to the eei>»ure against llio 
womnn ; Matthew attributing it to the disciples, Mark, lo the spco- 
tJitora gent' rally. S 

Tiius between llie narrative of Jolm, niid that of Matthew and 
Mark, liiere !.-< jicareely lets dilTeri;iiti! tlian between tlic account of 
these three collectively, ami timt of Luke: whoever supposes iwo dis- 
tinct occurrences in the one cose, must, lo be consistent, do so in the 
other; and tlius, with Oricen hold, nt least comlitionally. that there 
were three sejHinite Jinointings. 80 soon, however, as this oonso- 
rjuenee is more closidy examined, it must cieate a difficulty, for how 
improbable is it llmt Jesus should iiave bowi e.\[>easivcly anointed 
three times, vacli time at a feast, each lime by a woman, that ^voman 
being always a diflercnt one ; that moreover Jciiuii should, hi each 
instance, have had to defend the ad of llie woman against the een> 
surea of the Bpcelntors!^ Above all, how is it to be conceived that 
after Jesus, on one and even on two earliei' occasions, had so do* 

■ Tliia ■lilTi'mii-i' tlnii'k OiS|{vn, who lim glwn > crillril comiiariwii of iheK four 
namUTOi id ohiili. in i>i><nt oi Binmcn, then ii lui piiiUcI Id mure iindfm (qmim^nu- 
ihi. Sh bla in M'llii. Ci^oinientiiner. tttiti, Ojip. bL flu In Hue, 3, S. S33 IE 

f Orlgcnm, HI mp. 

I lb. {Ik II lb. 

^ l>iiij>. .Sililvli'jauther, nbvr ilvn Luka*, S. 111. 
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cide<Uy given hia nanction to the lionoar rendered 1o him, the dis- 
ciples, or one of tb«m, sitould have )icriii!(tcd in censuriug it t' 

'i'tic»c cAiisideralions oUige u« to tliink of rcduction-i, and it is 
the nioiii tuiiiiml to commence will) the luuratiN'cs of the two (irat 
mioiilimU und of John, for tlicae agree not only in the pUoc, Be- 
thany, Init u\m>, g<-nvrally, in tlie time of tlie event, the last week 
of the life of Jesus ; «bove all, th« ccimure and the reply arc neariy 
(he fame on both ttidcs. In connexion with ihe-sc itiiRiknlie.-< iIms 
dift<:rcncc« Io¥c their importanw-, [wrtly from the iini'rolKibility that 
an incident of this kind i>hould be repeated ; partly from llie {iroba* 
bihty, that in tlic traditional propncntion of tlic wicc<lotc kuc!i di- 
^trgencica shoold liavc insinnntcd tTpctn«:h'e». Bat if in tLL« ca«c 
the identity of the occurrences he admitted, in conaiderntion of the 
siniilaritiea, and in e^Hto of the diesimihiritici ; titen, on the other 
hand, the divergencies peculiar to llic narrative of Luke, can no 
longer hinder ua froni pronouncing it to be identical with that of the 
tliree other evangeliBts, provided that there appear to be only a fcw 
important poinia of resteniblance between the two. And sncJi really 
exist, for I>iike now strikingly accords with Matthew and ilark, in 
opposition to John; now, with tlic latter, in opposition to the 
miner. Lnkc given the entertainer the same name as the two 
first Kyiiotiti»ls, nnnioly, Sitnoti. the only difTereDco being, that llie 
former cnlls him a jihnrltsee, while tlio latter style him the leper. 
Again, Luke agrees with the other synoptists in opposition to 
Jwin, in representing the woman who anoints Jefus as a nameless 
uidiridiial. irot belonging 1o the house ; and further, in making her 
appear with a hor o/Qintment, ^A^aoTpov p^pov, while John speaks 
only of a jiound olf ointment, MTpa fivptm, without spodfying the 
vessel. (Jn the other hand. Luke coincides in « remarkable manner 
with John, and Hiffvn from the two otiier evangelists, as to the mode 
of the unoinling. ^^'hik^ namely, according to the latter, the oint- 
ment is poured on the head of Jesus, according to Luke, the woman, 
icAo M-iz* a tinner, as. according to John, Ulari,', anoints the feel of 
.lesos: and even the striking particular, that ifht; dried them with 
her hair.t is given W both m nearly the Mine wonls; excepting 
that in Luke, where the wonmn is described as a tinner, it is added 
that she bathed the feet of Jesus with licr tcnr», an<l kiiiM>d them. 
ThttK, without doubt, we have hero bat one history under three 
^iiriwuji fiinii!* ; and this eecnia to have been the real conclusion of 
Origi-ii, ii!* wi'Ji a--* recently of SchleiermaclK-r. 

In this state of tltO case, the effort is to escape as cheaply as 

Cible, and to save the divergciKies of the several evangelists at 
; from the ajipeanince of coiitradietion. First, with regani to 
the diflV-renccs between tlie two first evangelists and the bst, it has 
been attempted to reconcile the di:*creinnl dates by the supposition, 

• OtICFM* *nil Srh1>i*nnKhtr. Wintr, X. T. Qnmm S. I III. 

t Imtx Til..W ; nxf ]nAir affi*— foif Jutin xii. :ii ) j/,v3{t toff ^fji> aa->% ntf 
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tlircfi, or Kvvfi four t To four certainly il will g«aroely exicnd ; for 
Mark Joea not depart from llailUcw, except in n few loucl»e» of bis 
well-known dramatic manner; but between tlicsc two cvwigwtiifis on 
tbe one side, and Jolin on Ilie other, tbere arc diiVcrcncfs wi»k-ii may 
fairly be compared witb those between Luke and the rc*I. The (iraC 
diflvreiuM relaiea to the Imjusc in which the enialainiiicnt »» «iiid to 
ha.ve been givnn ; according to the two firel cvaiigclistn, it vrm tlic 
house <^ Simon the leper, a person elacwbere unnoticed ; tltu fourth 
doea not, it ia true, expreasly name the hoet, but since 1k^ nicnliniw 
Martha aa the pcreon who waited on the guests, and her lirotJier 
Lazarua aa one of thoao who aat at meat, fliere is no doubt that l»e 
ii'.lciided to indicate the hou»e of tbe latter aa the locality of liie re- 
paal.* Ncillier ia the time of tlie occurrence precisely ific eainc, for 
according to Matthew and Mark the Bne»c t»kea place aAcr tlw 
Holenm entrance of Jeaua into Jerusalem, only tivo daya at tlic ut- 
Rioftt befoii! the pamover; according to John, on Ibe other hand, 
before the entrance, as early aft ai.t day« prior to the passoTcr.f 
I'urllier, the individual whom Juhii atalM to lie tluit Mary of Be- 
thany HO inlimately united to Jt-»u^ 'i» ouW knovrn to the two first 
evaug(>lt»itES u tz iciri/utu, yt'"');! nciliicjdotlii-y iqirt-inftit licraa being, 
like Mury, in the lioii^, and one cf tlii; host's family, but as coming, 
one knows not whence, to Jesus, while he reclined ut table, ilore- 
ovcr the act of anointing is in tlie fourth gospel onotlier liian in the 
two finst. In the hiiter, the woman pours her ointment of spikenard 
on tlic head ol' Jesus; iu Jolui, on thcconlr.iry. she anoints hia feet, 
and dries them witli her hair.J a dillerencc ivhieli gives the whole 
sceue a new clinructcr. Liially, the two eynoptiats arc not aware 
that it was Jud;is wlio giive utterance to the ccusiut: against the 
woman ; Matthew alti-ibuting it to the disciples, Mark, to tliu epeo 
tutors general ly.S 

Thus W'tween the narrative of John, and that of Matthew and 
Mark, tiicix' i» scarcely less diUcrcnce tiian between the account of 
these three colleclivcly, and that of Luke: whoever aiipposca twodia* 
tinct occurrences in the one case, must, to be consiiitenl, do so in the 
otlier ; and thus, with Origcn liold, at least conditionally, that there 
were three separate anointing. So soon, however, as this cons^ 
quenee ia more closely eximiincd, it must eieule a. diHictdty, for Iwv 
hiiprobablc ia it that JeKus should lm»-c been cxpcn.-'ivcJy anoinled 
tlnee times, each time at a ScmsU each time by a woman, thnt woman 
being always a ditTercnt one; that moreover Jesus should, ia each 
instance, liave had to defend the net of the woman against the ccuj 
awes of the spei^tatorsl^ Above all, how is it to be conceived that 
aAer Jesua, on One and even on two earlier occasions, had so do- 

• lliit dillV-ftn™ rtrutk Origcn, who liu givi'ii ■ <-ritii'nl n>iii].iir!»im iif ilirw fwur 
DjirTAtit'Of To hlj^ih, III point of Acuilu'n, tlu-nf t* tm i^AttlUl iu iiii>rr iniMli^m ^'miimclll*- 
lim. Siv liii iH .W.iw*. C-"'"iunruriur. irrirt, Oj'j', fil. B» I* Kuo, 3, S. SU'J It 

i Or)|[anni, ut lup. 

I Ih. ( III. I IU 

5 Comp. 8chlFlcru*chcr, fiber dca Luka*, S. I U. 
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cidcdlv given lii^ sunction to the lionoor rendered to him, the dis- 
ciplca, or one of ihcm, should have j^raiatcd in censuring it t* 

TImsc considerations oblige i« to tltiiik of rcdnclions. and it ia 
the most natural lo commence with iho narrati^ca of the two tirat 
nyiioptiiatd and of John, for these agreo not onljr in the place, Be- 
thany, but alio, gejierally, in the lime of the event, the last week 
of the life of Je^u.Si ; above all, the censtirc and the reply are nearly 
the xanio on both i<i<le#. In connexion with these sinnhu-ilie^ the 
diirt-rcrici-.s lose ihcir importance, [uutly from (he iniiirohability that 
an incidi-nt of tUi.t kind fhonhl be repealed ; {artly from tlie proba- 
bility, that in the truilitional pTOpAcatiom of ihc anecdote such di- 
vei^iicics should bare insinuated tTieiiisclvcA, Hut if in this case 
the identity of the occurrences be adinilled, in consideration of the 
similarities, and in s[Hte of the dissimihirilics ; then, on tlic otlier 
haikd, the divergencies peculiar to Ihc narrative of Luke, can no 
longer binder us Irom pronouncing it to he identicid with that of the 
three other cvangelials, provided that tlierc appear to be Oidy a few 
imporlAnt points of resemblance between tlic two. And Ruch really 
exist, for Luke now strikingly accords with Slalthew and Xurk, in 
opposition lo John; now, n-ilh the latter, in opjMsition to the 
ibnner. Luke gtvca the entertainer the snme name as the iwo 
first xynofilistii, namely, Simon, tbc only difli-rcncc being, that the 
fomner call* him a pharvtee, while tbc latter stylo him lAn Icjier. 
Again, I.uke ngtces with the other synoplists in opposition to 
John, in TC[in-K;iil!ng the woman who anoints Jesus as s nameless 
iudiviihiul, nol Iwlonging (o the house; and furibor, in making her 
appear with n ban of mrUmenl, d^diiatrrpar [ivpav, vrbile ,Tohn speaks 
only of %pouttd of crinttnent, Xlrpa /ivpov, without sjwcifying ihe 
ii-esH-L On ihc olner hand. Luke coincides in a ivninrkable maimer 
with Jolui, and differs from the two otlicr evangelists, as lotliemode 
of the anointing. While, namely, according to llic Ulter, tiic oint- 
nent is poured on tbc head of Jesus, acconhng to Luke, the woman, 
v>Ao letK a sinner, as, acconling to John, Jloiy, anoints the feet of 
Jgsus; and even the Ktriking |mrticular, tliat she dried them with 
Imt h«ir,t i* given by bolli m ne*Ay the aame words ; cxceptin" 
that in Luke, where llic wonnin i» described as m sinner, it is added 
that she hslhcd the feet of Jc«u8 with her lean^ and kissed ibetn. 
Thus, without doubt, we liare here but one history under ltii«e 
TOiious Ibnns ; and tliia seems to luive been the real concluaion of 
Oriffeii, as well as recently of Schleiermaclicr. 

In this state of llio case, lite elfort is lo cscajw os cheaply as 

Cible, and to aavc the diveigcncics of the several evangchsis at 
. from lite upiicarauce of contrndiclion. First, witli rcgnnl to 
tlie diircrvncoii between the two firsi evangelists and the last, it has 
been allcmpteil to ifvoncilc tlie di,*cre[>ant Hales by the supposition, 

• liriciiH anil Kdll<i•^nM^M. Wlwr, X. T. Granm S. I !!». 

t l-uhr 111. 3S : nix rutat o^Nc— IV^T John i>l- 3 1 J{>>aj( raff ifii^ al^ it^ 
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three, OT cveii four ? To four certainly it will acartdy hxUmA ; for 
Hark Joes not dcfuirt from JlittllK'w, oxce^it in a few louclics of his 
ivclt4tnown dntiimtic iniiiiner; but belwceii lliese two cvancplista on 
the one side, ami Jolm on the oilier, llicre are dilferenccs wliicli may 
fairly l>c cotn[>an:(l willi those bctwwii tjiike and ihc reflt. Tbc iirst 
dillcreiicc rolntes 1o tlic liouifc in nliicb thit milvrlaiitment is said to 
liAve Wxn given; acninliiig to the two lintl fivaiigeliats, it was the 
IiouBc of Siiiioii the k'lxir, a jwrBoii lOsewrbcw uiiiioiioed : ihe foarlh 
docs not, it is Iruc, expressly unmv the host, but n'lucf. he nientiona 
3Iartha as llie [)cr*oii who wailc^I on tlic giK"*!;*, and her brother 
Lnzarus as one of thosu who sat at meat, thciv is tio doubt that he 
intcndcil lo imlicatc the hou«c of the latter as ilic loeahty of the ro- 
]>As(.' Neither is tlic time of the occiinenec [ireciseJy llie same, for 
ROL'orilitig lo Miitlhcw and Mark the scene lakes i>lace al\er the 
solemn entranc« of Jesus uito Jerusuleni, only two uays at tlic ut- 
most before the passovcr; according to John. <m tlie other hand, 
bdbre the entrance, as early as six days prior lo the piLS.^ox'Cr.f 
Further, the individual whom John states lo be that Mary of Ihv 
thatiy 80 inliniatcly united lo Jcaus, is only known lo (lie two first 
evangelists a a iccumn, -jwH ;f nciitiier do they lepi-cscnt lier us being, 
like Mary, in tlic bouse, and one of the host's &inily, but as coming, 
one knows not whence, to .Icsus, while he reclined at table. More- 
over Ihc act of nnoiiiling is in the fourtli gospel another than in the 
two tirst. In the latter, the tvotnan [xiurs her ointuicut of spikenard 
on the bead of Je.ius: in Jolm, ou llic conlrary, she anoints bis fed, 
and dries thoni with her hair,t a ditfereJiee wiiieli gi\es the whole 
scene a new character. Lazily, the two sytioplltts arc not aware 
that k was .ludits who j^ve ultenuioc lo the censure against the 
woman ; Matthew nttiibutijig it to Ihc ilisciplcs, Mark, to tlte Spec- 
tators generally.S 

Thus between the narrative of John, and that of llattliew and 
Mark, tlicrc is siarcely lews dilfi-rence than between the necouiit of 
tJicse three eollcclivftly, and tluitof Luke: whoever supposes twodia- 
tinct occurrences in tlie one ease, must, to be con^tcnt, do so in the 
otiter; and thus, with Origen hold, at least conditionally, that there 
were tlin'o separate nnoinlmgs. So soon, however, as this conso- 
(jueiice is more closely examined, it must n'oato a difliculty, for Iiow 
improbublc is it that Jesus should have been expensively anointed 
three times, wieli time at a least, each lime by a woman, ihal woman 
being always a dilTcrcnt one; that moreover Je.iuB should, in each 
instance, have had to defend the act of ihc woman againgtt the COn» 
surcs of lbs spectalore!^ Above all, how is ii lo ht: conceived that 
aAcr Jesus, on one and even on two earlier occasions, had so do 

• Tlii> liitHiri'iiii* »lrufk Orijirn, *tiiJ lim Bivcn > rriiiml eoQipnriton of ihsK fonr 
iiarrativi'r, lo xhiih. iii imiiit of atiinifn, thers i> no |ia»IIi'J id more modern tomnwnu- 
livA^ S4V hit in iV'j/'A. V-'Htrntnturior, sti'it*, tJp|>. ^ Ac lii Kiic, 3, ?y. J^i^'J d. 

i Ofl^llM, Ut Hip, 

J lb. IK 11 ib. 

^ Cwni'' SthleiiTiuivbar, ftlwr dro L4iku, S. 1 1 1. 
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ddedly given Iii8 »ii)ction to tlic bononr Tmilcrcd to him, tbc dia- 
cipl», or one of them, should have pcreislcd in censuring it t* 

Tlii'jee comaidcrationa oblige ns to tliink of reductions, and it is 
tlic most nntural to commence wiib the narnitivc^ of the two lint 
H}-no]ilist« and of John, for these agree not only in the place, Be- 
tliaiiy, but aleo, generally, in the time of the event, the last week 
of tbc lilV of Jeans : above all, the cennure and the reply are nearly 
the same on boili sides. In connexion willi these similarities the 
differences loee their importanee, partly from the improluhility tliat 
an incident of tills kind should be repeated ; i>artly fmin ilic proba- 
biUty, that in tbe traditional proiiagalion of lite anecilolc such di- 
%'ergenetes ahoold have inHinualcd themselves. Hut if iu this case 
the identity of tlio oceurrenec:^ be admitted, in considcialion of the 
similarities, and in a[Mlc of the di««iniilaritie« ; tlien, on the otiicr 
haitd, the divergencies (xx'uttar to titc narrative of Luke, can no 
longer hiixlcr us from inx'iiouncing it to be ideiitiad with that of tin; 
three other evangrlislis, ])rovidi.'d that th«i-c «pi)air to bo o»dy a few 
important points of rescml'laiicc bctu'eon l]ic two. And such really 
exist, for Luke now strikingly accords with Itattbcw nnd Mark, lu 
op[>osilion to John; now, with the latter. In opposition to the 
fonncr. Luke gives the rnterlaincr the same name oa ibc two 
first rynoiilists, namely, Simon, the onlv difiiTcncc being, that the 
former calls him n jiharieee, wliilc the latter style him the Uper, 
Again. Luke agrees with tlie other synoptists in opposition to 
Jolin. in representing the womau who anoints Jesus as a nameless 
individual, not belonging to llie house : and furliicr, in making Iter 
appear with a box: of omlinent, oi-d^iaeTpov /ivptv, while Jolm speaks 
only of aj?owtd w/* oitiiment, fSrpa fn^pw, without specifying the 
vcsseL C>n tlw oilier lian<!, Luke coincides in a remarkable manner 
with John, and differs from the two oilier evangelists, as to tlic mode 
of tlie anointing. While, namely, according to the latter, the oint- 
ment w poitred on (he head of Jesuv, aceonhiig to Luke, tlie womiui, 
who vsu a nnner, ax, aceording to Jolm, .Mmy, anoints the feet of 
Jesus; ai»d even the striking [farticular, lliat she dried them with 
her hair,t is given by botli in ncAily the same words; excepting 
tlial in Luke, where the woman is described as a sinner, it \8 added 
tliat she bathed tlie feel of Jesus wilb bcr tear», and kiKtod them. 
'Ilius, without doubt, we luivc hero but one history under three 
rariouit fonnn ; am! this sccnis to luivc been the ml conclusion of 
Oiigen, »« wpI! as recently of Schlciermaclier. 

In this slate i>i tlic c;<8e, the effort is to escajtc aa cheaply as 
possible, and to save the ditTigcncies of the several cvmngclista si 
least from the ap^icamncc of conlradivlion. First, with irgard to 
llic ditfenniccs bctnx'en the two tini cvan^lists and the Inst, it has 
been atlcmpled to reconcile tlic disereifflni dates by the supposition, 

■ OfliCFM* Mid SchWItmiMhf*. V(\mn. N. T. (Innn %. 1 1!>. 
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ihrcc, or cwn four ? To four certainly it will ioircely extend ; for 
Mark iJoca not Jepiirt from Mititlicw, (!xcc[it in u feiv towclics of lua 
n'cU-known <)ram»tic matmer; Lut btlwcxik iIivjm; two craiiffclidts on 
tlic one eiilc, and John on the oilier, there nrc JiffiTcnccs n-niicli may 
fairly tw conical-ell with those UetMccii Luke nnd lh<r ri-jtl. The (Iret 
difference relates to the house in which the cnterliiinment i» said lo 
have hceii given ; nceording to the Iwo firel cviuigr-Iistd, it vm the 
house of Simon the leper, a pci-eon cbcivheii: unnolicc<I ; the fourth 
does not, it is true, txpreesly name the Iiost, hut sinc^? he mentions 
Martha as the person who waited on the g»c»t». anil Iin* hrollier 
Lazarus as one of those n-lio sat at meat, there is no douht tluit lie 
intended to imhcate the hounc of the latler as the lociiUly of the n>> 
pasl,* Neiliicj is the time of the occuiTciicc precisely the Aiimc, for 
according to )lntthcw and Mark the scene takes tihieu nAcr tlie 
solemn eiili-flncc of Jeaua into Jcnisaleni, only two uays at the ut- 
most before the passorcr ; according to John, on the other hand, 
hefore the entrance, as early as six days prior to the passovcr.t 
I'urlhcr, the individual whom John 8tati;a lo bo iliat Maiy of B^ 
thany so intimately united lo Jcaiir, in only known to the two first 
cvanKcUatsaa wmmtn, 7^^v)■,t ucilhurdo thi-y iviii-i'jient hcrasheing. 
liko ilary, in the house, and oiiO of the hofl'.-* funilly, hul as coming, 
one knows not i^'hcnce, lo Jciujs, while ho reclined at table. More- 
over ihc act of anoiuling i:« in tliu fuuith gu»j>i;l anotlicr than in th« 
two first, lu ihe latter, the woman pours lic-roiutmeiil of spikenard 
on the hend of Jesiu*; in John, on ihc contrary, she anotnt« hin feet, 
and dricH litem with licr hair,| n diHercncc which gives the wlutio 
Kceuc a new elmruclcr. Lastly, the tuo syiioptisls arc not nwnro 
that k wiut JuduK who gave utterance to tlic censure ngniusl tlie 
woman ; iMatihcw ullrihuting it to the disciples, Mark, lo the spco* 
tittorrt yenerully.S 

Tinij* belttien the nnrrnlive of John, and tiiat of Matthew and 
Mark, tliere U seaively Ii»8 diffL-rence thini helwecii ihc account of 
these three coUcclively, and that of Luke: w hoever aupiwses two dis- 
tinct oecurrcnccB in the one ease, nnuit, to be contti^lenl, do so iu tlw 
other; and thus, with Origcn hold, at li'a^t condilioimlly, lluit iliero 
were three sepaiatc anolniings. So Soon, however, «» this con«^ 
queiice is moic closely ejcamiiied, it mu»t ercnte A ^fliculty, for how 
improbable ia it tiiat Jeau.t should have bcwi cx[icnj»ivcly niiouitcd 
three times, each time at a ftasl, each lime by a woman, ikftl woman 
being always u different one; that moreover Jesus should, in each 
instance, have had to defenil the uet of Ihe woman ugaiust the ccii» 
surea of ihc spcelatorKlIT Above all, how is it to be conceived that 
after Jeaus, on one and even on. two earlier occasions, iiad so de- 

■ Thi« ililTnn'iiM ttnii-k Orlgrn. wbo liu gtiin > criiSnil ciiiu|uriHia of ilmi* four 
UtiMirM, to *U(li. in paint oT ai'iimrn, lliirn [• nu |Mnlliil in men iiiuKrra romownU- 
rl««. Sfc Ilia lit J/MiA. CWnwnfunur. riiVj, O^ip. (il 8* ]■ Uuv, 3, S. SOS It 

t Ot\$aat, ui tnp. 

I lb. f Ik I lU 

\ Caa\\. ScblficmKilwr, atwr den Lukaa, S. 1 1 1. 



EVENTS IN TUE FUtU.IC UVK Of JtSC9. 



441 



cidc^y given liU Baiictton to the honour luidered to him, ihe dis> 
cipIcR, or one of them, flhoiiUl have porsisled !» cciuuriRg il ?* 

1'Uo^ coiidiilenttioiitt oblige 114 to think of reduclion:^ itnd it is 
l)t« DKX^t tiatural lo coiiinicncu with thv iiiiirativcit of the two ltr«t 
flyiio{>(i<it.-( «iid of John, for these ngrce not only in tlic nUcc, Be- 
thany, but klso, gcncmlly, in tlic time of the event, the liisl vrvck 
of tlic lite of Jesos ; nbo^'C nil. the ccnmirc nnd titc reply arc newly 
tii« wmie on botli sides. In connexion with tlx-sv simiUrittes the 
(litrcn'iKTS lose their iniportanoe, partly from the improbability lliat 
an incitlr'nt of lliis kind should be iqjcatcd ; piurtly from the proba- 
biliiy, tluit in the traditional propacation of the anecdote such dl- 
vcrgiencies should have insinuatca themselves But if in this case 
the identity (rf the occurrencca be admiltod, in consideration of the 
similarities, and in spile of the disaimilariticis ; then, on tiic other 
hand, the divcrgcnciea peculiar lo Ilic murativc of Luko, can no 
kmger hinder us from pronouncing it to be identical with that of the 
tbies other evangelists, provided that there appear to be only a few 
irapotlant points of resemblance between the two. And such realty 
exist, for I^tike now strikingly accords with Slattbcw and Mark, in 
opposition lo John ; now, with the latter, in opposition to the 
former, l.iiko girex the entertainer the same nante as the l«-o 
first synopti^tii', n.-im<-Iy, Siniou. tlte onlv Jilft^renro being, that the 
fonn<T calls him « ji/Mrinee, while the latter style him the lepir. 
Again, Luke agrees with the Other itynoptisls in 0]>|>o<silioii to 
Joiin, in rvprvscniing tliu woman who ai>oints Jesus as a nanteless 
iiidividiinl, not belonging to the Iioum; and further, in making her 
appear with a box of ointinent, ^XiHairrpov fivpov, while John E|>e3ika 
only of a pound of ointment, Mrpa fnpov, without specifying llic 
vcsfieL Ifn the other hand, I.uko coincides in a remarkable manner 
nith John, and differs from ittc two other cvangcUsls as to the mode 
of Ihe anointing. While, namely, according to the latter, tho oint- 
ment is poured on tlic head of Jesus, according to Luke, the woman, 
tc/to tcae a einner, as, aceorduig to John, llary, anoints the foct of 
Jesus; and even the striking particular, that she dried them with 
her liair.t is given by both in nearly the same words; excepting 
lliat in Luke, where llw woman is described as a sinner, il is added 
that she bathed the feet of Jesus with her tears, and kissetl them. 
Thua, without doubt, wo have here but one history under three 
various forms ; and thhi seems to have been tlic real oondosion of 
Ori^n, as well as recently of Sditeiermacher. 

In this »latc of the cn«e, Ihe effort is to escape as cheaply aa 

Iiossible, and (o save the diveTgcncies of llw several evangeluis at 
east from ihc a)>]i«inmcc of egntradittion. Urst, with regard to 
the dilfiTCnoes between the two fir^t ci-angelinlx and ttie last, it has 
been atlrmplnl lo reconcile the discrrfianl i\ii\v» by the suppO:^lion, 

* Or^iH an-l ivhl>HnMdWr. Wtarr, N'. T. Gniiiiiu 8. I i%. 
I l4ikr vILSS ; nitKvitfaHoi — raff JiAii sii.S: f(i]ait nlf 4fHh tir^t tolf 
*|« ^K *'* :**i "''if fflttMt vUaf aim. 
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llint tlio lueal at Bethany wan lieM really, oa Julin inrornis us, »ix 
days bofoK! KaHtcr; Uiit tliat Alattlicn*, after whom Mark wroto, luui 
no contradictOTy date ; tiiat rather lie haii »o iLntv at all ; tor though 
he inserts tlie narrative of the meal aiul thi! atioiiiliii^ after the dcc- 
taration of Jc^uo, iAai after tito ditys ia the /e<ist ojf Ok Puttover, 
oTt fwri 6i'o iffiipat rh Trdv^a yhtrat, ihU tloe." not jirovc tliat he iii- 
Icndcil to place it Inter ns to lime, fur it ia j>i\>hiiblu tliat hn gave it 
this position simply Ixicatisc he wisiieJ to note Iivrv, before coming 
to the he tniyal by Ju<la«, the occasion on which the traitor first em* 
bncci] his black resolve, iinincly, tiie rcimst at wliich lie was incctiiwd 
by Mury's proiligalily. and cmbitlcrod by the Tcbiiku of Jesu*." 
lint ill otiposiliuii to this, modL-m criticism liati shown that, on tl»e 
one hantl, in the mild and (iltoj;«.'lh«r gt-iioral reply of Jesus there 
could lie tiolhiiig penoiinlly otfi^Dsivu lo Judiis; and llinl, on the 
other luiiid, the two first gospcLt do not name Juibs as the jMirty 
who coiisared the anointing, but the dLii-iples or t!ie bystander* 
generally: whereas, if they ha<l noted this scene purvly because it wm 
tlic motive for the treachery of Judas they must have t*jwcially jwiiit- 
ed out the mnnifejutation of his fwling.f Tliei-e ivniains,eons<Min(rnlIy, 
a clironological contradiction in this injitance Iwtween the two first 
aynoptists and John: a coMmdiciion which oven Olslinusen adniita.t 

It has been attempted inn vnricly of ways loevaiUr the farther dif- 
ference u to tliC|)CTson of the host. As Milt lliiTW and Marks{)enk only 
of the hoxue ofUhnon tin hpci\ oUia liftuvo^ zov kt^pov gome have 
distinguiahed the omier of tnc hou.ie, Situon, from the giver of iho 
entertainment, who doubtless waa LaJEaru.<i, and liavc supposed that 
hcnec, in both cases without error, the fourth evangelist mentions 
the hitter, the two first synoptUls the former, S But who would 
dislinguiflli an entertainment by rhc name of tlic householder, if hc 
were not in miy «-ay tlie giver of the cntcrlainmeiil ? Again, sinco 
John doca not cxpivs.<ly cnll l^zanis tiic host, but merely one of 
the tn'i'ovojKFj/wVwi' {OiMc nUtitu/ at the tafile\ and since llie mfcrcnce 
that ho was the host is drawn solely from llie circumstatiec that hia 
fliatcr iUitha served SitiKbvtt; others liavo regarded Simon as tho 
husband of Slarihii, eiihcr nejuinited on aecouut of his leprosy, or 
Already dciccascd, und have suppated that l.axarus then resided with 
bifl widowed siBtcr:|| an hy|X)thesis which it is more easy to recon- 
cile with the narratives than tlie fonner, but which is unsuj^rted 
by any certain inforniallon. 

\\ c como next to the divei^ncy rchitivo lo the mode of anoint- 
ing; according to the two first evanseliats, the ointment was ^>ourcd 
on the bead of Jesus ; accoi'ding lo lite fourth, on liis feet. The old, 
trivial mode of haTmouizing the two stateinciils, by supposing thut 
both the iicad and the feet were anointed, lias recenlly been expanded 
into the conjectoro that Slary in<lwd tnlcnded only to anoint the teat 

• Kutiiul, Oi'i'iii. in Mmlli. p. tJST. t ^I'llbii, ubcc den Unpr. S. I3S t. I niM 
CoiniiL 1', Iv -i::. j ViJ. Kulnal, ul (Up. p. i:i>M - t\M Ihuluch, a. U'.'S. I I'aulut, 
•ws. lluidt.. ::, S. iH'J ; 3, It. B- <CU. 
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of Jesus (John), bat that aa she acctJciiIaUv broke itic vc»m1 {avv* 
Tfiiifiatut, Mark), the ojiitmcnt flowed over liis ltea<l also (Matt.)." 
TiiLt niIoin{)t at reconcilbtion tiiUa into llie comic, for oi vre caiuiot 
iiiugiiit^ liow a woman who was pre|xiring to anmiit tlic feet of Jesus 
could bring the vessel of oiiilinent over his head, we must suppate 
tlmt tlie ointment spirted upwards like sn effen'escii^ draught So 
that here also the contntdiction rcniaiim, and not only between Mat- 
tltbVf and John, where it is admitted even by Scbneckcnbiu^r, bttt 
alao between tlic latter cvnncil'list arid Stark. 

The two divcrgcnciea iplativc to live person of the woman wlw 
aiioinis Je.9ua, and to ihu piirtji* wiio blamca her, were thought to be 
the most readily explained. TImt what Jolm ascribes to Judss 
singly, ^latthew and Jlark refer to all ibc diaeiplcs or spectators, 
was believed to be simply accounted for by the supposition tbst 
wlulc the rest manifcstcil their disapprobation by gcalurca only, Ju- 
das vented bis in words.t Wc grant that (he wor<l Hjiyot; {iAt!/ 
aaiil) preecdcj as it is in Mark, by the words ayamx-rovm^ 7Tftb( 
iavTov^ [/Mfinff injignaltoii witfim tAernstivf^), and followed, as in 
Matthew, by the words r""*"^? ''* ^ 'ti}oov( (but Jeaua k-nowiny) docs 
not noccesarily imply that all tiie disciples gave audible expression 
to tb^ feelings ; as, however, the two liTst evangelists immediately 
after this meal iiarrale the betrayal by Judos, they would certainly 
have named the traitor on the above occasion, liad he, to tlieir knowl- 
edge, made himself conspicuous in connexion with the covetoofl 
btainc which the woman's UberalitT drew forth. That Jolin partio- 
alaiizcs the woman, whose name is not given by the 8)-nopttsls, as 
Mary of Bethany, is, in the ordinary vrcw, only an example bow 
the iburth evangelist supplies the omissions of bis predecessors.} 
But as the two lirst synoptista attach so much importance to the 
deed of the woman, that ihey make Jesus predict toe perpetuation 
of her memory on account of it — a particular whicli John has not— 
they would assuredly have also given her name had they known it ; 
so that in any cose wc may conclude thus mucli ; they knew not 
who llie woman was, still Uss did they couceiTc her to be Slary of 
Bethany. 

Thus if tlic identity only of the last evaiigelist's noiiativc mlli 
that of the two first be acknowledged, it nmsl be confessed tluit wc 
Jiavc, on the one side or the other, an account which is inaccurate, 

• StAnocki^nlmrffr, nlmf J<ii rn.jimns, n. *. f 5. fiO. Tlmw bi no xna In Marii'a 
ki;nHinl that Ibu ortiriU evtTpi\'wn rri aSuiJaatiiuv ApAtj m ■<ci<lnita1 (nnan ; nnr, on 
Um olhw tiait'l ran iliri-, widiuiil lli* liAnUitt «IIj|imj^ be Uttdpnlunl tn imply inrvdljr Ht* 
nnwTalcf tli*t nhirli it/'i'iml ih« ai<niin]: vf Ih* xmmA, •> Faaliuanl PiiludHi ninintahi. 
iMdrmlod wlthnut TJuWif, [hrrcin ohIt rnon ■ losaklag of tka tmkI tUalT. It i> Mi- 
di wllh Pnulai (vx. IUuiDl -^ B. 8. 47 1): T« wbai purpcn dHtmjr • OMllj' randf 
or wlUi Fritucht (In Uak. p. ^')} To "hat pDrpue rith «aunilin( bat own band, and 
poarfblj' ibe head oTJoui alw ? ThrwartquofUoniiilui-h Iute a tuaringta tin autHr 
CDBddand a> lli* act of ihB wnnaa, bul nol u a oarralivo of Mvk ; (at tlial w Um, tfca 
dnCruitiDn at a pradou* voad •b«uU apptai luiMd id ihs nobia fowUxalll; af tha *•- 
nun, ia to ptflWd anordaM* wtth tha aaasgatMtac atyl* wbith «• hvi* «Am obtamd 
ia hiin. ) KuioiM, In IbUh. p. C». t raulw, ax-c. Handb. X a S. tM. a«i mmttj 
olhtn. 
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and disfigmicd by tradition. It Li, however, not only between llicsc, 
but oIho Dctween Luke and lita fellovr cvaiigf^lists collectively, that 
they who euii))oac only one incident to be iJie foiinJiition of (heir 
narrativcit, seek to remove us fur sis [ioi>i>ibIc the npjieiirancc of con> 
ii'iidiclion. Sehleiorninclier, whose hig1ie!*t authority U Joiin. but 
who will oti no account renounce Luke, coiuos in thin instance, n-iwn 
the two fto widely diverge, into a imculiar dilenima. from which be 
niiixt havolhoitgnt that Tie cotdd cxtncale himitelf with singubir dex- 
terity, Hincc he ha8 not e\'ad<M] it, ar he doci* others of n.iiniilar kind, 
by the »u[)jioiiition of two fundninenlal ovcurn^ices. It is tmo that 
he findi^ himself coniitntined to i-oiiccde, in fiivour of John, lliat 
Lukc'it informant could not in lhi:i ca.^t^ have been an eye wilne)>s; 
whence minor divcrsencieji, as lor iii:«lnni'C tliom; I'elalive to tlw ]o- 
culity, are to be explained. On Uic other Itnnd, the a[iparently iin* 
portant dilTcreiiccs llutl, according to Luke, the woman i« it xinner, 
according to John, Jlury of Ilcihiuiy ; that according to the funner. 
the Iiost, according to the latter, the disei])lc?, make objectionti; nnd 
that the reply of Jc«U8 i« in the respective nurmlion« totally difl*Ri^ 
Cnt — thc»c, in f^ileieiTuacltcrV opniion, have their foundntion in llic 
fact that the occurrence may be regarded from two ]K)ints of view. 
The one aspect of the occurrt'ncc is the murmuring of (he disci^W, 
and this is civeu by Matlhcw; the other, namely, lite relations o( 
Jesus with the phnrisuig host, is c.-diibitcd by Luke; nnd John con- 
firms both represent.atiouf. Tlie most decided impediment to llto 
reconciliation of Luke with the other evangelists, liia dm^islion of 
the woman iw a finner, Afiaprui.6^, Scbleiorniacher inralidate^, by 
calling it n fnUc inrcrt^iicc of the nnrmtor from tiic address of Jesua 
to llary, 77(y si'i» art jfortjivfn ffud, a^iu\Tai coi aX AfinpTtoi. Tliia 
Jc«u8 might .fay to Jlary in nllusion to nome. error, unknown to us, 
but such us the purest arc liable to, without compromising her re- 
putation with the «pi;ctutors, who wert' wi.ll acquainted with her 
ehnraclCT : und it wax oidy the narrator who erruneously conclii<Wd 
from the aliove words of Jesus, ivnd from his further discourse, thnt 
the woman concerned was a siniicr in the ordinary sense of the word, 
whcJice he has incorrectlv amplilied the ihoughia of the host. v. SS).* 
It is not, however, simply oi sins, ajuipTiat, bul of tit'tiit/ slnS, '«>i- 
}.dl diiapriat, that Jesus spcaka in rclallon to the woman; and if 
this sLto be an addition of the nan-ator, to be rejected aa such be- 
cause it is inconsiatait with the character of lllary of Jlctlumy, then 
lias the entire sjiecch of Jesus from »■. 40—48, which turns on (bo 
opposition between forgiving and loving little and much, been falw- 
licu or misrepi'eiiontcdl>y the evangelist : imd on the side of Ltdio 
especially, it is in vain to attempt to harmonize the discordant nar- 
ratives. 

Ij^, (hen, the four narratives can be reconciled only by the sup- 
position tliat several of them huve undergone important traditional 
modiBcations: tlie question i.<, which of them is the nearest to the 
* L'tbcrdni Luki*. S. Ill tE 
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Oi-igiiinl fact ? That modem critics should unAninaoiuly divide in 
fiivour of JoJiii, cannot eurprisc ua aflcr oar pm-ioos oliM-rvntioiis; 
and as link- can llic nature of iJie roasoniiig l>j' nliicti tlieir judgment 
u snpi^toricd. Tiic narrative of John, say they, (reasoning iu a 
circle,) being that of an eye witness, must Lc at once HH{i[)Oi>«d tlw 
true one," and ihia condusion is Bomclimoa rested for gn'ater *M>t- 
rily on the lalsc prcniisa, tliat t}ie more gircumataniial and dmnuilic 
narrator is tlie more accurate rejjortcr — llie eye witncA^.f Th« 
1)n»iktn" of the box of ointment, in )lark, nllhoiigh a dniinalic )<iir^ 
ticular, IS readUy rejected as a mere enibelli.tliinent ; but doi» not 
John's stalciucnt of tbo ([uantily of spiltciuird as a |imind, border on 
vxagvcratioR i and ought not tlic cxtmvn^iice which OUIuuimmi, in 
relation to tJiia disproporlionate comumittioiii of ointmenl, attributes 
to Slary's love, to be rather refcrrod to Ihc evangelist's imagination, 
which would then also have Ihc entire credit of tlic c!runm»tniicc, 
tJiat iAe AoiiM ttas ^Uni xcitft tAn otlo'tr fif tht ointmentf It is 
worth}' of noli(«, thai ihr estimate of the value of the perfume at 
800 denarii, is given by John and Mark alone ; as also at the mi- 
nculous feeding of the multitude, it is tlicsc two cvongclisls who 
tale liie nceessar}- fiwd at 200 ilenarii. If jUark only Iiaa this close 
CHtiniatc, how quickly would it be pronounced, nt least by Sciileier- 
miicher, a gratuitous addition of the narrator! Wliat then is it that, 
in tiie actual state of the cat>c, pi-cvents the utterance of this opinion, 
even as a conjecture, but the prejudice in favour «f the fborlh gos- 
pdt Even the anointing of the head, which is attested by two of 
thesynoptists. is, 1)ccauec John mentions the feet in.itcad of the Itcad, 
rejected aa unusual, and incompatible with the i>odition of Jesua at 
% tDCsal :i whereas ilic anoinling of the feel vritli precious ml waa far 
leits usual ; and this the moat recent connncntalor o« tlic fourth gos- 
pel admilH.} 

Unl jx^culiar gialiiudc is rendered to the cya witness John, bo- 
cause he has rescued from oblivion ihe namt-ii, With of tlte anointing 
woman, and of ll»C ccnsonoui' dincipIr-U It hn.t been supposed tluit 
the s}'no|)lisls did in fact know the nanici of the woman, Inil will)- 
lidd it from titc apprehension that danger might jiossiUy accrue to 
the family of Lazarus, while John, writuig later, was under no such 
restraint S but thix ex|)odicnt re^ls on mere Bssum])tions. Our for- 
mer conclusion (Iwrcforc subt^ists, namely, tlint the earlier e\'angvlis1a 
knew nothing of the name of the woman ; and iIm i]uestioii arises, 
tiow was X\aB possible ? Jesus luiving exprcs^^ly protnisod immortal 
renown to the deed of the woman, the tendency must arise to per- 
pctuatc her nanM also, and it' this were identical with iIk known 
and oft repeated name of JIary of Bethany, it is not easy to under- 
stand how the association of llic deed and the name could be lost in 
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tmJition, and tlio woman who nnoiiiloJ Je!>u!i become nnnirle-^s. Tt 
is pvrlinjxii still moro incompci'lien.tiUc, Hii[)[Ki.4in£ tlip covetoux bbino 
cnftt u^ton the wDmnii to have 1ie«ii rcitlly ullrrca by liim wlin |trorc<l 
llic betrayer, tliat lliiti aboiikl Ik tbrc^llui in tradition, and tlio ex- 
pression of blame uttributed to tlie disvijJcit gcnernlly. ^VIi«n » Giet 
is nnrrarod uf n jK^rsotiollicnirbdc unknown, or pvcnwtivii tlicj^xMSon 
bcitig ktiown, tlic tiict docA not obviuiiDlv aciurd willi liU g(>iirral 
cliamcler, it ix iiAliinLl tlmt the naimt fdimild Im Wt in Imditioit; but 
when llie iittmilc«l vmnl or Wdrk of a (jcrson ixgnre* fto mittrply willi 
liifi known cliariu!t«r, as does the cjoviIouk niid hyiwcrilical bumo in 
quRation witli the cliai-n<!tcr of llio Iraiior, it in difticult to suppoao 
Inut lite Jogeiid would AC\'er it fronx !ii.4 tiiiinc Moreover, the hift- 
tory in wtii4.-h tliiw bbnio occurs, viTgp.t »a ni-atly on tlic moment of 
tlio bctmyal, ((r»|Httiiilly ncronlin;:; U> llie jioxitidn given to it by the 
two first c van gel is t.-*,) thai had tho blmnc n-JiIly inx)cci-di'd from Ju- 
dus, the two litcU U'ould hate bct'ii ulinoHl iiit'viiiibly n.-t.^octnted. 
Kny, even if that cxpicjwion of Utcnt cuiiidity had not reallv be- 
longjcd (o Judas, tht-rc nui^l Iiavc born a toini)Iation eveiitiially to 
ucribc it lo liim, a.* a help lo ihc diJinciitidii of hi" duimelwr, and 
to the e.v|ilaiiatiun of bin aulmiqiR-nl Irrmlicry. Thu.* the ca.W in 
Tcvcntc^l, and the ijii(':'lion it whirllicr. iniiUvid of |irai»in^ John that 
he has presor^iHl lo iw ihis jtredse iiifomiiition, wv ought not raliicr 
to gii-c our u]i)irobntion to the synopiistis that lliev hiivo Hhi<tHiiie>l 
from 80 natunil but unhigtorical a conibinatiou. \Vc can nrrive at 
no other coneliiBion with Tcs|>cct to the dceignalion of the woninn 
who nnnoinis Jesus as Mary of Itcllinnv. t->n llic one huul. il i& 
inconcoivable that the deed, if ovigiii:illy licrs. ehould bo scjuinilcd 
from Iier Lckbrat'.'d name; on the other, the legend, in the cootbo 
of it« development, might naturally conic to itllribuic to one wliose \ 
spiritiml relations with .lesus had, according lo llit! third and foartk 
goi^xrls, early obtained great celebrity iu the primitive church, an 
a<;t of devoted love towards htm, whieli originally belonged to am- | 
other «nd leas known person. 

Mut from another side alao we tinJ ouraelvea induced to n^nl 
the nairalives of Matthew and JIark, who give no name lo the 
womiui, ruther (linn tlutt of John, who dijiiinguishes her lut Mary of 
Uctluny, as the pajcnt slein of the jrroup of anocdule,* Isefore uft. 
Our position of tho idenlily r>f all (he. four nan-alive.-> nniiit, to l>c 
tenable, enable ufl also to explain how I.uk<-V reju-i'M-nlntion of thn 
(aets could arise. Xow, snitponing the mirradvc of John to be llic 
nearest to the truth, il it not n little sururi^ini; thai in the le^n*), 
the ."uiointin^ wonmn should doubly det^cend trom the highly hon* 
oured M.iry, siller of Lazarus, to an unknown, nnnielesw individual, 
and ihenee even lo a Huiorioua sinner; it appeiir^ far myi-e natural 
10 give Ihc inlennediale position to the indilfennt nlHtenient of llic 
itynoptisC.'*, out of whose cquivociil nnnirhtiB woman might C4|ually 
Lo made, either in an aseciiding scale, n Mur}'; or, in a defending 
one, a sinner. 
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The jxtssibility of the first trnnsfonnation hua l>ccii already 
eliown : it must next Lc nekcd, where could be an uiducciitcnt. 
tvilhoiit historical gi'Miiuls, gradually to uivcst the anointing ironian 
nith i)ic cliiimcler of a sinner ? In the narrative ii^lt' our only eluc 
is a feature which the two first synoplists have not, bat which John 
has in common with Luke : namely tluit the woman anointed the 
tect of JcHtu. To the fourth crangeJist, thia tribute of ibcling ap- 
peared in accordance witli the seniiitive, devoted nature of Mary, 
whom lie elsewhere also (xi, 3'i), rcpreaenta as falling at the feet of 
Jesna; but by another it might be taken, as by Luke, for the ge«t- 
nrc of contrition ; an idea which might labour the conception of the 
woman as a sinner. — Might favour, we Bay, not eaiite: for a cause, 
wc must aearck elsewhere. 



• 



j 90. THE KAiUtATIYES OP THE WOUAX TAKEN IN ADLtLTERT, AND 
OF MARY AND UARTKA. 

Is the Go»]X-I of John (viil. 1 — -11), (he Pimriw.'ca and scribes 
bring a woman taken in adultery to Jesus, tliat they may obtain 
Iiis opinion as to the procedure to be ob»cr\'cil against hi-r; whereupon 
Jv^us, by smx^ding to the eoiiscicncrs of the accuM-rs, liberates tlic 
n'Oinan, ana dismisses her with an admonition. The gaiuincncs of 
ihtH passage has \xva stroD^y contested nay, its spurioosncss niiglit 
be regarded as dcmonslratcd, wvrc ts not that oven the most iboi^ 
ouglt mveslicntions of tlic subject* indirectly betray a design, which 
Pftulus opciJy avows, of wardmg off the dangerous anrmises as to 
tlic origin of the fourth gospel, which are occasioned by the supposi- 
tion that this possagv, encumbered as it is with im|)robabibiioi>, ia a 
genuine portion of that goencl. I'or in the first place, the scribes 
say to Jesus: Moem in the law commanded us thai tuch thould bi 
ttoJitd' now in no part of the P«n(atcuch is this punishment pfO> 
scribed for adultery, but simply deatli, the mode of inthcling it being 
left tmdetcrniined (Lev. xx. 10: I'cul. xxii. -2i; nor was stoning 
for adultery a later inisilution of the Talmud, lor according to the 
canon: omne mortU tuj)plicimn, in acripfnra aheotute posUuui, 
etae ttran*fuUiiionem,\ the punishment apjKtintcd for this offence in 
the Talmud is strangulation. { Further, it is difficult to discover 
wltat there was to ciunare Jesus in the question proposed to him;f 
the scribes quoted to hiia the commandment of the law, as if tliey 
wouM want him, rathir than tempt him, for they could not expect 
Ibat he would dci-Jde oihernise than agreeably to the law. jVk»u>, 
(lie decision of Jesuii \* 0]>en (o the alrieture, that if only be wlio i« 
cotii(cioti4 of j>crfect {mrily were authorized to judge and nuni^b, all 
social order would be ut an end. The cbcumstauoo of Jesus utIi- 
ing on tli« ground lia.4 a legendary and mystical air, for oren if it be 

* Ad. Wttilrln. pMlat, t.nctff. in Ik f UaluBwhlt* on SukMlr. T, I. 
t lIlKhiiB. tt. r. lU. ( P«r a lliureucli <tiK<iuiun tf Ihli •*! Iho r<>U>iiiiiii( pdnb^ 
vld. I'*ulu> and I.Octc, lu Ion 
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not correctly cx[>laincd by thecIoBSof Jcrotnc: torum viddieetf ;i 
accitnaf^nt, el omnium morituium peccata, it ycx seems to udj:' 
poinetliing more my§tcriooB tlian a iiiprc mnnitV'dtiilion of contcin[ 
for llie accusCTfl. Laally, it ib scarcely coiict-ivablc tliaC cvcrj' oiio 
of those tiK^ti wlio dragged tlic woman before .Fcau^, zealous for ibo 
law, vu] advente to lii» cause as tljcy arc BU[ipo8cd to be, eliould 
liavc IiikI so tender a conscience, as on the at)]>eal of Jesus lo rvlirc 
without i)ro!»ecuting their design, and leave the woninn behind them 
Hiiinjuivil ; (his rather wjiiwiiw to iK-Jong merely to the legendary or 
])0ctic4l (■niheUi0hin<:nt of tlie MCiic. Vet liowever improbable it 
■niiy n|i]K.-iir, from tliCMC oliKOrvutioM;!, ihnt llie ocutirrciicc happened 
precisely aM it 'i» here mirrnleii, this, &* Brclwjhnfidvr jiully main- 
taiiw,* i>rovM nothing jigaiu.*t the g(.'nuiu<:iitt;M ol' llic postuge, ainco 
it is nrguinj' in a circle to assunic the njioslolic comgioitilion of the 
foiirlli g«.i»iicl, nml tlic coiiftetiuent inipojwibilify that ii narmtivo con- 
tniiiiii{j contra'lictiuns siiould form n portion of it, prior to an emm- 
illation of ilit several jxirts. Nc\Trtlielc^3, on the other luuiil, tbo 
alwance of (he [WLsimgc in the oldest authorities is so stispicioos, thi^ 
a <leci:«ion on the suliject cannot be hasardcd. ■ 

In any cnsc, the narrative of an interview bctnTOn Jcsos and iP 
woman of the above cliamctcr must be very ancient, since, accoid- 
irig to Euscbios, it was found in the gos|>cl of the Kabrcws. and ui 
the ^Tilings of PapiflS-t It was long (houglit that the woman men- 
tioned in the Ilebrow gospel end by Pajiiiin wan ideiitieid with the 
adidtcress in John; but agninst thi.4 it hax tfccn justly observed— 
,that one who had tlie repruiteli of intmi/ nius, mii»t be distinct froifl 
liV who was detected in the one net of ailnltory.f I wonder, how- 
ever, that no one bus, to my knowleilgc, ihunght, in connexion witii 
tlic passage of Kuacbius, of the woinnn in I.ukv of whom Jesiia say« 
that her maiiT/ eiiis, d{iapTiai ttoKmI, tms forgiven. It La true tliat the 
word iiaSkiiOelati^ doca not fnlly ngi-ee with this idea, for Luke docs 
not sjK^alc of actual expressions of tlic Pharisee in disparagement of 
the woniun, but merely of the unlavournblc thoughts wbieli lie had 
ooiiceniing Iter; and in ttiis rcsgtcct the j^assage in Euacbius would 
agree belter with the narrative of John, which hns mi expR-Ss do- 
nuncialion, a SiaiidiJ^v. 

Thus we anj led on external grounds, by the doubt whether 
ancient notice refer to tho one or the other of the two narratives, 
a jwrecplion of their alHuily,S which i^ besides cviilcnt from tnlcm, 
rca»ons. In both we have a woman, a sinner, before Jcaus; in bol 
this woman is regarded with an cvit eye by Pharisaic sanctinioni- 
ousnoBs. but is tuton into protection by Jeaus and dismissnd wilU 
a friendly mpevov, go. Tiicac wore precisely llie tcalurcs, the origin 
of which wc could not understand ia the narrative of Luke, ricwi 
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fts ft more rariarion of the IiUtory of the anomtiiig given by the otlicr 
evangelists. Xow. wliat Li more natiimtl thnn to suppose tiait tj»cy 
were translerreil into Luke's liislory of llic nnointing, from tluil >jf 
the forgiven aimici? If tlip Clu'i^tian legend p03BCfl?ecl, on the. one 
side, a woni.in hIio bad nitotiitcd Jeaus, who was on lliU uccoiiiil 
rcjirooeltcd, but waa deft^^iided by Jeaufl : and «n itie oilier .tide, n 
woman who wa.t aocii»cd Lcfurc liini of many s'uts. btit nlioin be 
pardoned; how pa-tily, aidMl liy ibe idea of an anointing of tbc feet 
of JesuA, which bmrH tlio. inter[irctiilion of an act of |N;nitC»ce, mj^it 
■ he two biMonc» flow togither — llic anointing woman become nl»o 
a i!4mi«r, and tlic dinner id^) »ii uitointi'r? Tlicn, tliiit tilt MCDC of 
the |iardon •xo* an n»UT((iinni<-iil, was a fcalan: also drawn from the 
lii«tofy of tlicanoinliiig: tliconlerlaincr mui«l Ik a PlinriM^c. becauso 
the accusntioti of (lie woninn ought to ))roci>c\l from a PbariMic 
norty, and bi-causc, as »-« haw scon, lAikn Ims a pn'dilcction for 
rhnri^aic ciKcrlninmt-iit?. Lxf tly, tbi; discour^- of Jcsiis may have 
been bonxtwcd, parity from tltc original nnrrntivc of the n'ofnan who 
mas a sinner, partly from nnalogoua occasions. If tbc»c conjectures 
bo correct, the narratives aro preserved unmixed, on the one hand, 
by tbc two first evangelists : on the other, by the fourth, or whoever 
was the author of the pas^gc on llie adullcreas: for if the latter 
oonlains much tliat ia legendary, it is al least free fiom any adjiiixt- 
ure cf Ihe bUtory of (be anointing. 

tla^-ing thu.t acnnir.led for one modilicnlion of the naimtivc 
concerning (Jic anointing woniitn, namely, her di:^rra'bition into a 
sinitCT, by the influcnoc of another and Homewbat simihir anecdote, 
wlijcli was current in llic first age of Christianity, wc may procoej 
to consider c.x))crimcn tally, whether h like e:(tcnud inllucncc may 
not liavc hcliwd lo produce ibe oppo«i(c moditicntion of the unknown 
into Mary ot Bethany: a moditication whicU, for the rest, we liavc 
alrrady sceii to be easy of explanation. Sueh an influence oould 
only pi-oceed from Ihc soJo notko of Slary (with ilic exception of 
her a{>peantnce al the resurrection of I^azams^ which has been pre- 
served to u-s and nliioh is rendered memoralilo by the declaration 
of JesuK, O'lt (himj i« Hi-edjttl, and Maty hath choun, 4c. (Luke 
X. 3d 'V.). We twve, in fuel, here as well «s there, Martha occupied 
in serving (John xii. 2, koI ^ Mdf>0a di^c^^a; Ijuke x. 40, q «)i 
tiof^ rjepitanaro PtfA ittiXX^v StaMOviu*) ; here, )Iary Miting at the 
feet of Jc«i*, thfrc, anointing )ii» feet; here, bl^iminl by l»er suter, 
(here by Juda.*, for her nsclw,* conduct, and in Iwth ca*es, dH<>nded 
hy Jc»us. It is surely nnavoidnble lo say; if once tlie narrative 
of the anoinling of Jcwis by a woman were current together with 
that of Mary and Harllu^ it' was very natural, from the numerous 
points of Tcwniblance between them, tluit tliey should be blended 
in the legend, or by some individual, into one story; tkit the un- 
known woman who anoinicd llic feet of JcjUua, who was blamed by 
tbe spectators, and \indicatcd by Jesus. sboiUd be clumgrd into 
Uiuy, whom tradition liad depicted in ft simiUr silustion ; tbe task 
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cS sizrving at tlic mt\>\ with wliich the tinoinliiig wah connected 
sttTibulcd to Klary*it sister, JMitrtha; nnd tinnlly, her hrothor Lasanis 
made a paitakcr of the nical : — so that here the narrative of Luke 
on tho ono aide, aiid that of Ilie two synoptista on llie oilier, appear 
lo he pure anecdotes, tfiat of John a mixed one. 

Kurlhnr, in Lukc*a narrative of the vi.iit of Jeaus to llto two 
ai.ttei'^ ihera h no mention of Lnzams ivilh whom, hovrever, 
iiccordiiig to John (xi. and xii.), Mary and jtl.trtlia ap]H>nr to tiArc 
tlwdl; nay, Liikc 8]ie;ik3 ineci^ly as if the pre.«-nce or existence 
of liiis liifllhor, whom indeed neither he nor ciliior of tlw olltcr sy- 
n0])tittts aiiywlnTi^' nolii*'.*, »V(-re entirely unkiioivn to liittt. Kor had 
lie known nnylhtii^ of La;innj!i, or had Jic thought of him ns prCMnt, 
lie could not have Huiil : .-1 certain woman, named MttrtAa, re- 
ceixxd him into her houjw; lie must at le-i-it have named her brother 
nl«o, e^ipeciallv' as, ncconitng to Julni, the latter waa nn intimate 
friend of Jeaii-i. Thta i^ilcncc i* rcnmrkablc, and commentators 
Iiavc not succeeded in finding a Wlter explanation of it than that 
given in iho natural history of the jnojihct of Nazareth, whci-e tint 
uiorlly Buhsoqucnt dcAtli of Lazarus is made available for tlie nap* 
positioii tlial he was, about the time of that visit of Jcsus, on a 
jonmoy for the benefit of liia health.* Not Icsa strikiiij; L* another 
]i«int relative to tlie locality of thia scene. Acoordiitg lo John, 
Mary and M:irtiia d»ell in llelhany, a amall town in tlie immcdJalc 
vicinity of Jmi^alcm; whervaa Luke, when apexking of tlie Ti:<it 
of JcKus to llicjie xiAteRi, only mentions a cettain town, Kw^i;»-rii<d, 
wliicli is thought, however, to l>c WLiily reeoiieilwl with the statement 
of John, by the observation, that Luku as:figiis tlic viait to tbc 
journey of Josiw to Jcrusalnin, and to one traviJUng thither out of 
Galileo, Ifclhftiiy would lie in the way. But it would lie quite at 
the end of this way, so that the visit of Jeaus rauat fall at the close 
of Ilia journey, whereas Luke places it soon after the depai-tiire out 
of Oaldeo, and acpnralcs it from tlic entrance into Jerusalem by a 
multitude of inciaonta iilliiij' eight entire cliapleis. Thuii much 
then i» dear: the author or editor of tho third (ioji|icl was ignorant 
that that vi.iit waa p.itd in Bclh.iny, or thai Mary and Martha dtvclt 
there, and it \s only that evangelist who represents Mary as llic 
anointing woman, who also names l^lhnny a» the home of 3Ury: 
the samo place whera, according lo llie two fir»t sj-noptLSta, tlic 
anointing oceurnrd. If Mary were onoc made identical with tlio 
anointing woman, and if llm anointing were known to have Iiapponied 
in Bethany, it wouhl naturally follow that thia ton^^ would be ro- 
prescntcd as Mary's home Hence it is probable that tho anointing 
woman owes hor name to the cuncDt narratiTc of tho visit of Jesos 
to Slartha and Mary, and tliat Maiy owes her home to the narrative 
of the meal at BethaDV- 

We should tliua have n gi'oup of five hi«torie», among which 
tlie narrative given by the two lirst »yiioptisi8 of the anointing of 

• 8, 8. sn f. 
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iTcsus liy a woman, would fonn tlic ceniro, that in Joliii of llic 
ailullerCRS, and thnt In I^ukc of Mary and Martlia, tlic cxlrunio^, 
while the anointing hy llic sinner in Ijukc, and tliat by Haiy in 
John, would fill Die intcnncdiatc places. It ia trac that all the tivo. 
iiairativca might with some plausibility be regarded as varied edi- 
tions of one historical incident; but from the essential dissimilaritj 
between tlie three to which I Itavo assigned the middle and extreme 
phtccs, I am rather of opinion that these are each founded c» a 
special incident, but that the two intermediate narratives ai« second- 
ary formations which owe their existence to the intermixture of the 
primary ones by tradition. 
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